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CURRENT TOPICS, 


Mr. Reoinatp Cnartes Hart-Dyxg, solicitor, of the firm of 
Lee & Pembertons, has been appointed Solicitor to the Duchy of 
Lancaster. Mr. Hart-Dyxe was admitted in 1878, 





Ir aprzars that the Great Seal needs to be carefully cleaned, 
and its mechanical parts and ornaments require to be renewed ; 
but of course this most important legal emblem cannot 
sibly be entrusted to a workman for those purposes. The 
results might be terrible if the workman took to affixing it 
to patents of nobility, writs for elections and other documents ; or 
if it were stolen, as happened in 1784. Wherefore a new Great 
Seal is to be prepared at a cost of about £400. It is probably 
not generally known that there is (or was; we cannot discover 
whether any — has taken place) an important official known 
as the Porter to the Great Seal, whose duty it is to take charge 
of it during the day time; also to take charge of the wax 
required for it, which it ap from the evidence before a 
Parliamentary Commission held, in the seventies, amounted then 
to ‘‘ about four hundredweight a month,” 





THE APPOINTMENT by the Board of Trade of a committee to 
inquire into and report upon the question whether—without 
embarking on a system of preliminary examination into novelty 
—steps could not be taken to prevent the issue of patents for 
old and worthless inventions, is a departure of great interest. 
There seemed at one time to be a prospect that the preliminary 
examination into novelty might gain a footing in Eoglish law 
as an ‘importation from abroad,” and a mass of valuable 
material bearing on the subject is entombed in some 
of the Parliamentary reports, particularly that of the Select 
Committee of 1851, whose labours the Patent Law 
Amendment Act was the outcome. But there is no chance 
of the adoption of the system now, although very many 
of our colonies have incorporated it into their patent laws. 
No one, however, who has had oy omens acquaintance with 
the English patent system will be disposed to deny the necessity 
for the creation of some machinery to prevent the seal of the 
Patent Office being affixed to ts which ought never to be 
made, and no stronger committee to deal with the question 
could have been constituted than that which the Board of Trade 
has just appointed. 





Tux Court for the Consideration of Crown Cases Reserved had, 
on Saturday last, in the case of Reg. v. Baines, to consider 
whether, on an indictment for ee oe goods against a 
man and his wife jointly, the wife can be convicted without the 
question being ifically put to the jury whether or not she 
received the parately from her husband. It appeared 
from the evidence that some of the stolen goods had been in fact 
received by the woman in the absence of her husband, but the 
question of separate receiving by the wife was not left to the 
jury by the chairman of quarter sessions before whom the 
case was tried. The jury found both prisoners guilty, 
but a case was stated to determine whether under the 
circumstances the conviction of the woman was good. The 
doubt in the matter seems to have arisen from the case of 
Rex v. Archer (1 Mood. O. 0. 143). According to the report, the 
judges held in that case that, as the charge for receiving 
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against the husband and wife was joint, and it had not been left 
to the jury to say whether the wife received the goods in the 
absence of the husband, the conviction of the wife could not be 
supported, though she had been more active than her husband. 
When that case was decided, however, it was settled law that if 
two persons were jointly indicted for receiving, a joint act of 
receiving must have been proved in order to convict both. 
If, then, the two persons were husband and wife and, 
the joint act was proved against them, clearly the wife 
must have been acting in the presence of her husband, and 
she was entitled to the benefit of the presumption in her favour 
that she was acting under his control, in the absence of evidence 
negativing that presumption. The law has, however, been 
altered by 24 & 25 Vict. c. 96, s. 94, re-enacting 14 & 15 Vict. 
c. 100,8,14. By that Act “if upon the trial of any two or 
more persons indicted for jointly receiving any property it 

all be proved that one or more of such persons separately 
received any part or parts of such property, it shall be lawful 
for the jury to convict upon such indictment such of the said 
persons as shall be proved to have received any part or parts 
of such property.” This seems to cover the facts in 
the recent case; evidence was given that the woman 
received some of the property separately, and the jury 
convicted her. If no such evidence had been given, then her 
conviction would clearly have been bad; but as such evidence 
was given, the conviction was good by the terms of the statute, 
whether or not the jury were asked to specifically find an 
answer to the question whether there had been a separate 
receiving. ‘The court upheld the conviction. As the Lord Chief 
Justice said, the mere fact of marital relationship does not raise 
any presumption that a woman was acting under her husband’s 
control, To raise this presumption it must be shewn that she 
was in his company when the act was done. If that is proved, it 
will then be for the jury to say whether she was shewn to have 
taken an independent part, and they must find on the evidence 
that she did take such a part before they can convict her. 





In THE CASE mentioned above the chairman of quarter 
sessions who presided at the trial took a very objectionable 
course, and one which the Lord Chief Justice evidently dis- 
approved of. The legality of his proceeding was raised in the 
case stated, but as it was unnecessary to decide the point, in 
view of the decision on the other point raised, no decision as to 
the legality of the proceeding was given by the court. After 
the jury had given the verdict referred to above, counsel for the 
female prisoner argued that her conviction was bad on the 
strength of Rex v. Archer (ubi supra). After the arguments 
were ended, the chairman re-charged the jury and asked 
them to say whether the woman had separately received any 
of the property. The jury found in the affirmative. Now, 
it is well established that a judge is not bound to receive the first 
verdict of a jury. If he thinks it is due to any mistake or mis- 
understanding, or if it is incomplete, ambiguous, or inconclusive, 
he may direct the jury to reconsider their verdict. But when a 
judge has received a verdict, the jury should be considered as 
functus officio from that moment. Otherwise it is always open to 
counsel after a verdict to suggest that certain matters should 
have been brought to the notice of the jury which were not so 
brought, and to endeavour to get a re-opening of the case. If 
counsel for the defence may do this, clearly counsel for the 

rosecution may do the same. So after a verdict of not guilty 

@ may point out that in summing-up the judge omitted 
to notice the bearing of some piece of evidence. It would be 
intolerable in such a case if the judge were to re-charge the jury 
and take a fresh verdict, and if the prisoner, having been once 
acquitted, were then to be convicted. This is, of course, putting 
an extreme case, but if a judge may act as the chairman did in 
Reg. v. Baines, it will be impossible to draw the line so as to 
exclude such cases. As soon as a verdict has been received the 
matter rests entirely with the judge. If he has not summed up 

roperly, he must make the best of thesituation. If his mistake 
od caused an improper conviction, the High Court can set 
things right. 
person escapes punishment. 


If an improper acquittal is the result, a guilty 
It is, however, far preferable that 


a guilty person should escape, than that a case should be re- | 





opened after verdict, in response to the arguments of counsel, or 
otherwise. 





WE narpry know whether to welcome or regret the important 
decision of the Court of Appeal in the recent case of Re —— Er 
parte The Debtor (reported elsewhere). In this case a creditor had 
consented to the dismissal of a bankruptcy petition on the 
condition that the debtor should give him a bill of exchange, 
payable at two months’ notice, for a sum of money larger than 
the amount of the original debt and the costs of the bankruptcy 
proceedings. It was admitted that, apart from the facts above 
stated, there were no circumstances in the case which raised 
even the suspicion of extortion—it even appeared, indeed, 
that the initiative in the whole transaction had come from 
the debtor himself, and that the creditor had acted through- 
out with marked forbearance and consideration. There 
remained, however, the indisputable fact that the creditor 
stood to receive a distinct gain by his withdrawal of the bank- 
ruptey proceedings; and it wae thereupon argued, chiefly on the 
authority of Re G., Ex parte B. (ante, p. 345) and of the judg. 
ment in that case of Mr. Registrar Hor, that this fact by itself 
amounted to such an abuse of the bankruptcy process—con- 
stituted, in a legal sense, such an extortion—as to disentitle the 
creditor to file a new petition based on a judgment obtained for 
the new debt. To this contention the Court of Appeal have 
now replied with an emphatic negative; and have intimated 
their opinion that the decision in Re G., Ex parte B. was 
based on de facto extortion. There are expressions, however, 
in the judgment of. Coxzins, L.J., which leave little doubt 
as to his own sympathies. The law, he admitted, did not at 
present allow him to go the full length of the plaintiff's conten- 
tion, but he hinted pretty plainly that it might be equitable for 
the Legislature to amend the law so as to legitimatize that con- 
tention for the future. We hardly know, as we said before, 
whether to agree with or dissent from this expression of judicial 
opinion. Cases, on the one hand, may undoubtedly occur, in 
which a considerate creditor may feel himself constrained, 
at his debtor’s solicitation, to afford the latter some further 
delay; yet, at the same time, may reasonably demand that 
he should receive some kind of recompense for the indulgence 
thus granted and the risk thus run. Such cases, on the other 
hand, are likely to be rare; whilst the cases in which the 
process of the court will be used as an instrument of extortion, 
are likely to be far too common. The invalidity of all contracts 
to refrain from criminal proceedings has long been recognized 
as settled law ; and, on the whole, it would perhaps be better to 
import an analogous principle into proceeding: in bankruptcy. 





A sINGULAR divergence of opinion was exhibited in the Court 
of Appeal (A. L. Surrn, Vavenan Witt1aMs, and Romer, L.JJ.) 
in Anderson v. Vicary (Times, 30th ult.), with reference to the 


construction of the Ground Game Act, 1880. That Act is 
entitled ‘‘An Act for the better protection of occupiers of land 
against injury to their crops from ground game,” and the 
question raised by the case was whether the Act applies only 
to occupiers who are tenants, or whether it extends to occupying 
owners as well. A decision in favour of the limited construction 
was given in Smith v. Hunt (54 L. T. 422), where it was sought 
to apply the restrictions of section 6 as to the modes of killing 
ground game to an occupier who wasalso owner. ‘It is clear, 

said Matuew, J., “that the whole Act applies to occupiers, its 
object being to protect them against landlords who might be 
inclined to overstock the land with hares and rabbits, 
and to give occupiers and landlords a concurrent right to 
kill such game, It is impossible to read the various sec.ions 
of the Act without seeing that they were intended to apply 
to the occupiers of land as distinguished from the owners.” The 
same view was very strongly stated by A. L. Surru, L.J., in 
the present case, upon the ground that the Act was meant for 
the “ protection of occupiers,” and that the ouly occupiers who 
could possibly need protection were occupying tenants. 
Wricut, J., however, when Anderson v. Vicary was 
before bim (1899, 2 Q. B. 486), met the decision in 
Smith v. Hunt by treating it as confined to section 6, and 
the Act as a whole he held to be applicable to all occupiers 
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alike without distinction whether they were tenants or 
owners, and the majority of the Court of Appeal (Vavanay 
Wriu14Ms and Romer, L.JJ.) have taken the same view. The 
- in the case related to the right of an occupying owner to 

ill ground game in violation of a lease of sporting rights 
granted by a former owner of the land. The former owner had 
granted a lease of these rights to the plaintiff for a term of five 
years from the Ist of January, 1896, and in January, 1898, he 
sold the land to the defendant, who went into occupation. The 
defendant killed rabbits on the land, claiming to be 
entitled to do so by virtue of the Act, notwithstanding the 
lease of the sporting rights. Primd facie no doubt the Act is 
intended to protect tenants against the game preserving pro- 
pensities of their landlords, and there seems to be no reason 
why an owner should be allowed in this way to defeat a grant 
which he or his predecessors in title have made. But although 
in practice the Act is essentially a tenants’ Act, yet it is not 
—eny so restricted, and the majority in the Court of Appeal 
held that it might equally be considered as designed to prevent 
in all cases the separation of the occupation from the right to 
keep down the ground game. Indeed, where an owner takes 
over land from a tenant it might, as Romer, L.J., pointed out, 
frequently be unfair that he should not have the same rights as 
the tenant had. The result is that an occupying owner, as much 
as an ooeupying tenant, has, as incident to his occupation, the 
right to kill ground game, and no grant of the sporting rights 
over the land can deprive him of the right. The decision, 
however, does not purport to apply the Act to cases where there” 
has been no separation of the right of shooting from the 
occupation, and upon this ground it may be possible to support 
Smith v. Hunt (supra), and so save an occupying owner who has 
not granted away the sporting rights from the restrictions 
imposed by section 6. 





In A LETTER which we print elsewhere a correspondent raises 
the question of the payment to which an architect is entitled for 
preparing plans for a house which is not proceeded with in 
consequence of the tenders exceeding the amount originally 
quoted by him as being the probable cost. The rule on the 
subject which the architects wish to have observed is contained 
in rule 9 of the scale sanctioned by the Royal Institute of British 
Architects. This runs as follows: “If the architect should have 
drawn out the approved design complete, with plans, elevations, 
sections, and specification, the charge is half the commission ” 
—i¢., half the 5 per cent. previously mentioned—“ upon the 
estimated cost. If he should, in addition, have procured 
tenders in accordance with the instruction of his employer, 
the charge is 4 per cent. extra.” In the case referred 
to by our correspondent the price up to which the archi- 
tect was to work was £1,500, but the lowest tender so 
much exceeded this amount that the employer declined to 
proceed with the building. In such a case it would seem from 
the cases of Burr v. Ridout (Times, 1898, 22nd February) and 
Farthing v. Tomkins (9 T. L. R. 566) that architects interpret the 
rule as giving the 2} per cent. and the additional 4 per cent. on 
the amount of the lowest tender. But unless the employer has 
agreed to be bound by the scale, the rule, and architects’ con- 
struction of it, is not of any great importance. In both the 
above cases Lord Cotzniner, O.J., strongly repudiated the notion 
of the professional scale being in any way binding on the court, 
and left it to the jury to say what was a proper payment to be 
made under all the circumstances. In Burr v. Ridout the archi- 
tect was instructed to prepare plans for a building to cost 
£4,000. The lowest tender exceeded £7,067, and the architect 
claimed 3 per cent. on this amount for plans and obtain- 
ing tenders, 2 per cent. for taking out quantities, and 

ther sums, which brought the whole claim up to 
£450, The jury gave him £200, In our correspondent’s case 
it does not appear that the architect bases his claim to 5 per 
cent. on the fact of his having taken out quantities, and apart 
from this, it receives no support even from the professional 
seale, though that scale would probably give him 3 per cent. 
on the amount of the lowest tender. But as we have said, the 
emg is not what the scale would give, but what a jury would 

ecide to be the architect’s reasonable remuneration for the 





Work done, and this can only be answered by means of litigation. 


It is really a matter for negotiation between the parties, each 
having in view the possibility of bearing the burden of costs 
should -he insist on a view with which ultimately the jury 


disagree. 





AN INTERESTING point on the first part of the Land Transfer 
Act, 1897, is raised by a letter from a correspondent which we 
print elsewhere. Mortgaged property is devised to B. for life, 
remainder to O. in fee. ©. dies intestate after the commence- 
ment of Part I. of the Act, and subsequently to his death the 
mortgagees sell the property under their statutory power of sale. 
The heir-at-law of C. cannot be found. B. is still living. The 
question is whether the mortgagees can pay over the surplus 
proceeds of sale on the joint receipt of B. and of the adminis- 
trator of C. Under section 21 (3) of the Conveyancing Act, 
1881, they must pay the surplus “‘ to the person entitled to the 
mortgaged property, or authorized to give receipts for the 
proceeds of the sale thereof.” Oan the administrator bring 
himself in respect of the remainder in fee in the equity of re- 
demption within these words? It is clear that by virtue of section 
1 of the Land Transfer Act, 1897, the remainder devolved, on the 
death of C., upon his administrator ; and that by virtue of section 2 
the administrator had in respect of such remainder the powers 
of a personal representative in respect of personal estate, as 
though it were a chattel real vesting in them. Subject to this, 
and to the duties and liabilities of the administrator in the 
course of the administration, he held it in trust for the heir-at- 
law, and at the end of a year the heir-at-law might, unless 
there was reason to the contrary, have required a conveyance. 
How far does all this affect the point in issue? The adminis- 
trator might himself have sold the remainder and given a receipt 
for the proceeds. But here the sale was not by him, but by the 
mortgagees, and the principle which enables him to receive the 
proceeds of sale does not apply. That principle is, ‘‘ that the 
executor or administrator in many cases must sell in order to per- 
form his duty in paying debts, &c.; and no one would deal with 
an executor or oletaitieaten, if liable afterwards to be called 
to account”: Williams on Executors (9th ed.), p. 801. But 
here the sale is made by the mortgagees, and the purchaser 
takes his receipt from them, so this reason does not apply. If 
the property had been personalty throughout, of course the 
administrator could have received the proceeds under his general 
power to get in the personal estate. But the remainder in fee 
devolved upon him as real estate, and the proceeds of sale rank 
as such as regards the claim of the heir-at-law. We think that 
the case is not governed by the Act, and that, notwithstanding 
the wide language of section 2 (2), it would not be safe for the 
mortgagees to pay on the receipt of the administrator. Under 
the circumstances of the sale, there is no presumption that the 
money, if by arrangement with the tenant for life he could get 
control of any of it, or if, on the death of the tenant for life, it 
devolved on him, is required for the purposes of administration ; 
and since he would take simply as trustee for the heir-at-law, 
and no express power to give a receipt is conferred upon him, it 
would not be safe to pay over the surplus proceeds to him, even 
though jointly with the tenant for life. 





A NovEL, but not very difficult, point under the Public 
Authorities Protection Act, 1893, arose before a Divisional Court 
last week in Markey v. Tolworth Joint Hospital Board. The 
action was brought under Lord Campbell’s Act by the widow «of 
a man whose death was alleged to have been caused by the 
negligence of a nurse who attended him while an inmate of the 
defendants’ hospital. The action was commenced more than six 
months after the man’s death. There was no doubt that the 
defendants were a body to which the Public Authorities 
Protection Act applies. They were incorporated under 
the Public Health Act, 1875, and a special Act, for the 
purpose of providing and maintaining a hospital. The 
Act of 1893 provides that an action against any person for 
an act done in pursuance or execution or intended execution 
of any Act of Parliament or of any public duty or authority, 
or in respect of any alleged neglect or default in the execu- 
tion of such act, duty, or authority, shall not lie unless it is 
commenced within six months next after the act, neglect, or 
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default complained of, or in the case of a continuance of injury 
or damage, within six months next after the ceasing thereof. 
The defendants claimed the benefit of this provision. The 
pleiatiff contended that the injury was a continuing one, 
inasmuch as she continued to suffer injury so long as she 
was deprived of the support she formerly obtained from her 
husband. It was also said that as Lord Campbell’s Act itself pro- 
vided a period of limitation of actions (viz , one year), the limita- 
tion in the Act of 1893 did not apply, there being no express 
repeal of Lord Campbell’s Act. It is clear, however, that 
the object of Lord Campbell’s Act is to provide that a right of 
action which a deceased person would have possessed had he 
survived should devolve upon certain of his relatives ; this right 
of action arose at the date of the injury—viz., the act of 
negligence or the death which resulted from it ; it is, therefore, 
plain that there can be no continuing injury in such a case. 
And the Act of 1893 plainly substitutes a new period of limita- 
tion, with regard to actions of the class to which it relates, for 
any previously existing period prescribed by earlier Acts. The 
plaintiff’s contention therefore failed, and judgment was given 
for the defendants. 


Szverat casks of difficulty have arisen as to the liability of 
contractors and sub-contractors to pay compensation to work- 
men under the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897. It is 
often doubtful which of the two employers is the ‘‘ undertaker ” 
for the purpose of the work in hand. But in the recent case of 
Percwal vy. Garner, decided on appeal from the Liverpool County 
Court, it is not easy to see how the county court judge arrived 
at the conclusion to which he came. The accident occurred in 
the course of the erection of a building over thirty feet in height. 
The owners of the premises supplied all the materials, employed 
the architect, and supervised the building operations. The appel- 
lant GarNER, by arrangement with the owners, found labourers 
for the work and paid them, being himself remunerated by a 
payment received from the owners. The men so employed (of 
whom the injured workman was one) were under the sole control 
of the owners, and the appellant was in no way responsible for 
their work. The county court judge held upon the above facts 
that the appellant was the “‘ person undertaking the construc- 
tion” of the building and was liable to pay the compensation. 
This decision seems to be unwarranted by the facts, and the 
Court of Appeal had no difficulty in allowing the appeal and 
holding that the owners, and not the appellant, were the under- 
takers within the meaning of the Act. 











APPEALS AGAINST REFUSALS OF JUSTICES TO 
RENEW LICENCES. 

Tue case of Evans v. Justices of Conway ( Times, 31st ult.), in which 
the Court of Appeal (A. L. Samira, Vavcnan WILIaMs, and 
Romer, L.JJ.) have overruled the Divisional Court (CHANNELL 
and Bucknitt, JJ.), shews that recent decisions have left the 
practice on appeals to quarter sessions against the refusal of 
‘he licensing justices to renew a licence in a singular condition. 
Evans, the appellant, had applied to the general annual 
licensing meeting for the renewal of his licence in respect of an 
inn at Conway, and upon the hearing of his application an 
objector appeared and objected to the renewal. The justices 
reused to grant the renewal, apparently on the ground of the 
unsuitability of the premises. The publican thereupon appealed 
to quarter sessions, but the licensing justices did not appear to 
oppose the appeal, and in consequence the publican’s counsel 
claimed that the publican was entitled as of right to have 
the appeal allowed and the renewal granted without offering 
any evidence on his own behalf. Acting upon this view no 
evidence was given in favour of the renewal. The justices, 
however, in this state of affairs not unnaturally concluded that 
the proper course was to affirm the decision of the licensing 
justices, and this they did. The Divisional Court held that they 
were right, but the Court of Appeal have now taken the opposite 
view and have decided that the publican was entitled to the 
renewal. 

The procedure as to the renewal of licences at the general 
annual liceusing meeting depends on section 42 of the Licensing 
Act, 1872 (35 & 36 Vict. c. 94), as amended by section 26 of the 








Act of 1874 (37 & 38 Vict. c. 49); but for the right of appeal to 
quarter sessions from a refusal to renew the licence it is necessary 
to go back to section 27 of the Alehouse Act, 1828 (9 Geo. 4, ec, 
61). Asis well known, the question of the jurisdiction of justices 
to refuse to renew a licence upon general grounds, even though no 
special personal objection could be urged against the licence- 
holder, was determined by the House of Lords in Sharp v. Wakefield 
(387 W. R. 187; 1891, A. ©. 178). It is entirely at their discre 
tion whether the licence shall be renewed or not, subject only to 
this, that the discretion is to be exercised judicially. ‘The 
Legislature,” said Lord Hatssury, 0., in that case, “ has 
given credit to the magistrates for exercising a judicial discre- 
tion—that they will fairly decide the questions submitted to 
them, and not by evasion attempt to repeal the law which 
permits public-houses to exist, or evade it by avoiding a plain 
exposition of the reasons on which they act.” But while this 
discretion exists, it does not interfere with the fact that a person 
applying for a renewal of a licence stands in a very different 
position from a person who is seeking to obtain the grant of a 
fresh licence. If no objection is made, he is entitled to have his 
licence renewed, and it is only when an objection has been duly 
made in accordance with the requirements of section 42 of the 
Act of 1874, that the discretion of the justices can be exercised. 
Consequently, when any of the formalities of section 42 have 
been omitted and the justices have nevertheless refused to renew 
the licence, the publican is entitled to a mandamus commanding 
the justices to hold a meeting for the proper hearing of his 
application: Reg. v. Farquhar (L. BR. 9 Q, B. 258). And even 
when objection has been duly made, the discretion of the justices 
is in practice of a much more limited nature than upon an 
original application. “I am very far indeed from saying,” 
observed Ted Hatspury in Sharp v. Wakefield, ‘that, 
assuming the complete discretion that I have indicated to exist, 
it would be likely that the persons exercising it would consider 
an original application in the same way as one which was 
applied for by the person who has already been licensed for one 
year. 

This difference between an original ———- and an 
application for renewal is recognized also by the practice on 
appeals to quarter sessions. ‘‘At the sessions,” said Lord 
BraMwEL. in Sharp v. Wakefield, “when there is an appeal 
against a refusal of a first licence, the appellant begins; the 
burthen of proof is on him, he has to make out that he ought to 
have a licence. Where, on the other hand, the appeal is against 
a refusal to renew a licence, the respondents begin; the burden 
of proof is on them, they have to make out that he ought not to 
have a licence ; practically that his licence should be taken from 
him.” From this it seems to follow that if at the sessions no 
respondents appear to take up the burthen of proof against the 
renewal the appellant, as contended in the present case of Hvans 
v. Justices of Conway, is entitled as of right to have his licence re- 
newed. But here a difficulty is caused by the fact that the licensing 
justices are themselves the respondents to the appeal and are alone 
entitled to appear upon it. At the annual licensing meoting it 
is the objector who opposes the renewal of the licence, and if it 
were a matter of ordinary litigation it is the objector who would 
appear at sessions also to maintain his objection. But this 
procedure is prevented by the decisions of the House of Lords in 
Boulter y. Justices of Kent (46 W.R. 114; 1897, A. C. 556), and 
Tynemouth Corporation v. Attorney-General (1899, A, 0.293). In 
the former case it was decided that an objector was not a party 
to the proceedings, and was not liable for the costs of the 
publican if the appeal to quarter sessions succeeded. And 
the latter case followed out this principle by refusing to throw 
upon the borough rates the costs of the chief constable incurred 
in resisting licensing appeals. ‘An a ” before the 
licensing meeting said Lord Davey in the Zynemouth case, ‘* has 
no right to appear and be heard on the appeal to quarter 
sessions. The only proper respondents to the appeal are the 
justices themselves, who are served and may appear in the 
interests of the public to support their own decision.” 

But though the justices may appear on the appeal, yet they are 
not bound to do so, and, if they do not, there arises the singular 
state of things which occurred in the Conway case. The objector 
succeeds at the annual licensing meeting, but through the apathy 
of the justices his success counts for nothing when the case comes 
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before the sessions, and the publican takes his renewal as s 
matter of right. This result was described by Cxannett, J., in 
the Divisional Court as ridiculous, and he added: ‘To hold that, 
while those who succeeded before the licensing justices were not 
entitled to be heard on the appeal before the quarter sessions, 
the appellant was entitled to have his licence renewed as a 
matter of course, if the licensing justices did not appear, was so 
absurd as to make it necessary to find a way out of that 
conclusion.” He found a way out of it by holding that though 
the appellant had a primd facie right to a renewal, yet the adverse 
decision of the justices was sufficient to displace that right if the 
appellant refused to go on and give evidence of his qualification 
to hold the licence, In other words, in the absence of any 
further information, the quarter sessions were free to assume 
that the decision of the licensing justices was correct. 

But the very result which was thus characterized in the 
Divisional Court as absurd has been held by the Court of Appeal 
to be good law. It is admitted that the objector is not entitled 
to appear at quarter sessions, and it follows that if the justices 
do not appear, there is no one by whom the objection can be 
even stated. At the same time these considerations do not 
interfere with the fact that the proceeding at sessions is a re- 
hearing, and not simply an appeal a See! Lord Esuzr, M.R., 
in Whiffen v. Justices of Malling (40 W. R. 298; 1892, 1 Q.B., p. 
368)), and the sessions must deal with it on this footing, and in 
accordance with the practice which throws upon the respondents 
the burden of proving that the licence ought not to be renewed. 
The absurdity of which Cuannztt, J., spoke is inherent in the 
procedure which has been established by the statutes and the 
cases. As long as the justices are the only respondents, or the 
only persons entitled to appear, while at the same time they are 
under no duty to appear, a result such as that in the present 
case cannot be avoided. It is for the Legislature to say whether 
the position of the objector should not be strengthened. 








SOME FEATURES OF THE LATEST CRIMINAL 
STATISTICS. 


Tsz criminal statistics for 1898, just issued, present many 
features of peculiar interest and value, both from a public and a 
legal point of view. This arises partly from the fact that the 
year 1898 concludes the quinquennial period 1893 to 1898, and 
y from the fact that the main conclusions arrived at are 
ased upon a comparison of figures extending over a period of 
no less than forty years, from 1858 to 1898. 

The statistics of more strictly legal interest are those relating 
to the work of the criminal courts. It is noticeable that the 
steady diminution in the number of cases tried at assizes and 
quarter sessions, observable in the quinquennial period 1888 to 
1893, is equally mharked during the last five years. This diminu- 
tion is likely to become still more marked when the effects of 
the Summary Jurisdiction Act, 1899, have had time to shew 
themselves. It will be remembered that that Act gives justices 
jurisdiction to deal with charges of obtaining b pretences 
and setting fire to heath, crops, &c., and with all crimes except 
homicide committed by persons under twelve years of age. In 
1898 offences under these heads amounted to upwards of 1,000, 
about two-thirds of which could have been dealt with by 
Justices. 

It is interesting to trace the effect of recent legislation upon 
legal statistics. For instance, the Burglary Act, 1896, which 
pre quarter sessions jurisdiction to try persons charged with 

urglary in less serious cases, has had this result, that, whereas 
in 1894 the number of persons tried for burglary or attempted 
burglary was at assizes 476, at quarter sessions 4, in 1898 only 
159 were tried at assizes and 362 at quarter sessions. 

The report also raises the interesting point as to whether 
a slight increase in the ratio of convictions as compared with 
acquittals in 1898 over the figures of every year since 1888 is 
due to the Criminal Evidence Act, 1898. It is difficult in any case 
to see how any comparison based merely on the relative ratios of 
convictions and acquittals to cases tried can illustrate the effect 


of that Act. The comparison would, it is submitted, have to be 
between the number of convictions in proportion to the number 
of persons who gave evidence, and the number of convictions 


as the Act only came into operation on the 12th of October, 
1898, no satisfactory conclusion is yet possible on any basis of 
comparison. 

For the quinquennial period 1893 to 1898 the total number 
of non-indictable offences dealt with by courts of summary 
jurisdiction shews a large and steady increase. Here again are 
traceable the effects of recent legislation and bye-laws made 
thereunder relating to Public Health, Diseases of Animals Acts 
(including dogs), Elementary Education, and other Acts. Again, 
the results of the Summary Jurisdiction (Married Women) Act, 
1895, is very marked, orders for maintenance of wives having 
increased from 3,271 in 1895 to 5,867 in 1898. 

One very instructive feature of this report is the conclusion to 
which it comes that crime is, and has been for some time, 
steadily on the decrease. This conclusion is based upon a 
comprehensive comparison of criminal statistics since 1858, 
grouped under six heads—offences against the person with 
violence, offences against morals, offences against property with 
violence, and similar offences without violence, malicious injuries 
to property, forgery and coining, and miscellaneous offences. 
The total proportion of crime under these heads per 100,000 
of the population in 1858 was 887-9, in 1898 only 505-9. 

But in this connection it would certainly seem that one 
important factor has been left out of account, which if included 
would shew a still further decrease in crime. For the figures for 
recent years include a large number of serious non-indictable 
offences created by recent legislation which are properly classed 
as criminal in the true sense on a general view of crime. These 
are new offences of which, as they did not previously exist, 
there are, of course, no records. For instance, in 1898 there 
were 1,142 offences of brothel keeping, an offence created by 
the Criminal Law Amendment Act, 1885, and no less than 4,096 
cases of cruelty to children, an offence created by the Preven- 
tion of Cruelty to Children Act, 1889. Before the true Paper 
tions can be worked out between the years 1858 to 1898, these 
figures at least, and perhaps some others, would have to be 
deducted, and the result would be to bring out the figures still 
more in favour of 1898. 

Again, it is rather difficult to understand why non-indictable 
offences against the game laws should not be classed among the 
more serious non-indictable offences on a general view of crime. 
But they are omitted, and as on the figures the balance is con- 
siderably in favour of 1898 over amore | years, such omission 
also tends to lessen the proportionate decrease shown by the 
figures for that year. 

It is pleasant to note a tendency to decrease in the number of 
persons imprisoned while awaiting trial, and also in the periods 
of detention of such persons. Rather more persons are admitted 
to bail, but pen is still room pd en sar onamena, in — 
respects. f every 100 persons subsequently acqui no less 
than thirty-four were detained under four weeks, twenty were 
detained from eight to twelve weeks, and six from twelve to 
sixteen weeks and over. No less than eighteen innocent persons 
were imprisoned for over sixteen weeks. 

Two other points are worth notice on a review of the figures 
for the last quinquennial period. One is the increase in the 
proportion of those convicted with previous convictions against 
them. It has increased more than 5 per cent. in the last ‘five 
years. The habitual criminal is a difficult problem to deal with. 
The other is, that of 9,133 ms convicted at assizes and 
quarter sessions in 1898, no less than 4,421—rather more than 
48 per cent.—pleaded guilty. 

In conclusion, the fact that only ten cases were carried from 
assizes and quarter sessions to the Court of Crown Cases 
Reserved during 1898, of which eight were affirmed, while in 
two cases the convictions were quashed, is eloquent testimony 
to the soundaess of the administration of the criminal law in 
those tribunals. 








The Select Committee of the House of Commons on the Land 

(New Buildings) Bill has found the preamble proved, and the 
Bill without amendment. 

The Master of the Rolls and the Attorney-General Robert Finlay, 
Q.0., M.P.), have the invitation of the ——. of the South- 
Eastern Trocadero 





im proportion to the persons who did not give evidence. But 


Circuit to a er, which is to be given at the 
Restaurant on Saturday, 23rd of June, on the occasion of their 
appointments to their new offices. 
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CORRESPONDENCE. 
COUNSELS OF PERFECTION. 
RESPECTFULLY ADDRESSED TO OUR ERRING PROFESSION. 
[A Rhymed Epistle, ] 


Let bankers fail ! Let merchants smash ! 
Let vendors snatch in shares and cash 
Ill-gotten gains for floating trash— 

But WE must all be perfect. 


Let fraudulent trustees make hay, 
And, when arrives the reckoning day, 
Depart unto the U. 8. A., 

But WE must all be perfect. 


Let officers and gentlemen 

Rush into debt knee-deep, and then 

Shew assets worth just three pounds ten— 
But WE must all be perfect. 


By tricks and traps let every trade 

Increase the profits justly made 

Nor think that cheating doth degrade— 
But WE must all be perfect. 


Let parsons by example shew 
How down the broad path men may go, 
That gently leads to realms below— 

But WE must all be perfect. 


Let others madly worship gain, 

And count no loss of honour vain, 

Because the bright gold cannot stain— 
But WE must all be perfect. 


When shall we be? Will milky platitudes 
Such as in copy-books are written large, 
Or feverish stiffening of the law’s long arm, 
Raise us to heights by Pecksniff only climbed ? 
Has ever path of virtue been devised 
That all will tread, and none fall by the way ? 
The world is old. It must be older yet 
Before the sun shines only on the just. 
E. F. T. 





THE LAND TRANSFER ACT, 1897. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—I had an appointment fixed for to-morrow (Tuesday) to 
complete the sale of a house in East Putney. This morning I received 
a letter from the purchaser’s solicitors to the following effect: ‘‘ We 
regret to have to postpone the appointment as the Land Registry has 
no plan of the property, and we are unable to ascertain when one 
will —— It will, we understand, be got ready as soon as 

The officials at the new Land Transfer Office are always most 
obliging and courteous to me in transactions with that office, and I 
know they do their best to carry out the working of the new Act 
with as little trouble as possible to members of the profession. 
Surely, however, there is something wrong in the authorities opening 
a land regi to embrace districts in the County of London of 
which they have had no official survey made ? 

To postpone an appointment indefinitely in this manner might 
cause most serious complications to a vendor. It may be that a 
vendor is selling property in order to release purchase-money to stave 
off bankruptcy proceedings, and if such a case as this did happen, the 
misfortune to the vendor would be entirely due to the action of 
the authorities in embracing districts within the area of their Act 
of Parliament before they are ready with their plans and details to 





carry the scheme out properly. My case is a matter of a small 
amount of purchase-money, but the principle involved is the same. 
T. RICHARDS, 
31, York-place, Portman-square, London, W., May 28. 





ARCHITECT’S COMMISSION. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 

Sir,—Can you or any of your numerous readers tell me whether 
it has ever been decided what pay an architect is entitled to receive 
for incomplete work, or, in the absence of decision, at what rate he is 
by custom paid ? 

A client of mine instructed an architect to prepare plans for a 
house. This was done; but before approving of the plans my client 
asked what the house would cost, and was told £1,500. On this he 
directed the architect to complete the plans, and prepare contract 
and specifications, which was done. 

The builders who were asked to tender put the price (even the 
lowest) so much above the £1,500 named by the architect, that the 
client refused to proceed with the house. He told the architect of 
his decision, and sent him £37 10s., being 24 per cent. of the £1,500. 
The architect claims to be entitled to recover 5 per cent. on the 
£1,500, and says he never heard in such a case of the architect being 
paid less than £24 per cent. on the lowest tender, and that he really 
can recover 5 per cent. on such tender. 

Must he be paid at 24 or at 5 per cent., and will the percentage be on 
the sum named by the customer or the lowest tender, or is there 
no law at all ? SEEKER. 

[See observations under head of ‘‘ Current Topics.”—Ep. S.J.] 


RECEIPTS BY REAL REPRESENTATIVES. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. | 

Sir,—I shall esteem it a favour if you or some of your readers will 
kindly give me an opinion on the following point : 

A. is the owner of freehold property subject to a mortgage; and 
events occur in the following order: 

(1) A. dies, having by will devised the mortgaged property to B. 
for life, remainder to C. absolutely. 

(2) C. dies intestate after the commencement of Part I. of the Land 
Tansfer Act, 1897. 

(3) The mortgagees sell the mortgaged property under the powers 
conferred by the Conveyancing Act, 1881, and, after satisfying their 
debt and expenses, there is a balance left. 

The heir-at-law of C. cannot be found. B. is living. Are the mort- 
gagees justified in taking the joint receipt of B. and the adminis- 
trators of C. for the undisposed-of balance. A SUBSORIBER, 

May 23. 

[See observations under head of ‘‘ Current Topics.””—Ep. S..J.] 











CASES OF THE WEEK. 
Court of Appeal. 


HOGARTH & CO. ». WALKER. No.1. 25th May. 
Marine Insvunance—Suip—FvurniturE—Dvunnace Mats anp SEPARATING 
Ciorus. 


This was an appeal by the defendant from a judgment of Bigham, J. 
(reported 48 W. R. 47; 1899, 2 Q. B. 401). The action was brought by 
shipowners against underwriters on a Lloyd’s policy of marine insurance, 
being a time policy on ship in the ordinary form, “during the space of 
twelve calendar months as employment may offer in port and at sea, in 
dock or graving dock, and on way, gridirons, pontoons, at all times and in 
all places, and on all occasions, services, and trades whatever and whereso- 
ever, under steam or sail, on the body, tackle, apparel, ordnance, muni- 
tions, artillery, boat, and other furniture of or in the good ship Felbridge.’’ 
The Felbridge was a ship usually engaged in the Black Sea grain trade, in 
which vessels uniformly carry dunnage mats to keep leakage from the 
cargo, and separation cloths to divide the several parcels or interests in 
the entire cargo. The action was brought to recover for the loss of these 
matsand cloths. There was no evidence that the underwriters knew how the 
Felbridge was usually engaged. At the time of the loss she was in fact on 
a voyage from America, and the mats and cloths not being necessary were 
stowed away in the forepeak. Bigham, J., gave judgment for the 
plaintiffs. The defendant appealed. It was contended on his behalf that 
the mats and cloths being no integral part of the ship, and merely 
ancillary to the carriage of cargo, were not covered by a polity onship. The 
following authorities were cited: McArthur on Marine a (2nd ed.), 
p. 57; Hoskins v. Pickersgill (3 Doug. 222), Hill v. Patten (8 East, 373), 
Brough v. Whitmore (4 T. &. 206), Robertson v. Ewer (1T. BR. 127), Gale v. 
Laurie (7 D. & R. 711). 

Tue Cover (A. L. Smirn, Vavenan Wri urams, and Romer, L.JJ.) 
dismissed the appeal. 

A. L. Surru, L.J., said that this was a time policy covering a trading 
ship in the largest possible way. There was no dispute that the trade in 
which this ship was legitimately engaged was pation i by the policy. That 
policy imsured “‘ the body, tackle, apparel . . . and other furniture of 
and in the good ship or vessel Felbridge.’”’ The evidence shewed that 
dunnage mats and separating cloths formed part of the furniture of a ship 
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engaged as this vessel generally was in the Black Sea grain trade. 
Bigham, J., had held, and the Lord Justice agreed with him, that without 
dunnage mats this vessel would not have been seaworthy. With regard to 
the separating cloths, his Lordship could see no distinction between 
them and movable bulkheads, which, as was admitted here and below, 
formed part of the ship’s furniture. 

VaveHan Wits, L.J., concurred. 

Romer, L.J., . A time policy in this form included fittings and 
things in the nature of fittings, though not fixed to the ship, if provided 
by the shipowner for the purposes of the ship and reasonably necessary 
for the carriage of the cargo ordinarily carried by the ship, even though 
not actually in use at the time when the loss was incurred. Appeal 
dismissed.—OounseL, Joseph Walton, Q.C., and J. A. Hamilton; Rufus 
Isaacs, QC., and Montague Lush. Soxtcrrors, Waltons, Johnson, Bubb, § 
Whatton ; Botterell §& Roche, for Vaughan § Roche, Cardiff. 


[Reported by F. O. Roprnson, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re M. B. Ex parte @. No 2. 28th May. 


Bankruptcy—Petition—Petit1ion WITHDRAWN ON UNDERTAKING BY 
Destor To Pay Sum Larcer THAN OricinaL Dest anp Oosts—Srconp 
Petition Basep on Sunstirutep Dest—Rervsat to Make Recervine 
Orper—Bankrvrtcy Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vicr. c. 52), s. 7, suB- 
SECTION 3, 

This case raised an important question as to whether the mere fact that 
a creditor petitioning in bankruptcy had allowed the petition to be dis- 
missed on the debtor undertaking to pay him a sum larger than the 
amount of the original debt and the costs of the abandoned bankruptcy 
proceedings, was in itself such an abuse of the process of the court as to 
disentitle the creditor to institute subsequent bankruptcy proceedings 
based on the non-payment of the new debt in question. On the 30th of 
September, 1899, the petitioning creditor issued a writ against the debtor 
to recover the sum of £115 10s. due to him ona bill of exchange for £115 
which had been accepted by the debtor. Judgment was obtained for the 
sum of £115 15s. 4d. and £9 1s. 4d. costs on the 7th of October, and a 
bankruptcy —- in respect of the said sums was filed on the 26th of 
October. The hearing of this petition was fixed for the 14th of November, 
but prior to that date the creditor agreed with the debtor, at the request 
of the latter, that on the debtor paying the costs of the bankruptcy pro- 
ceedings and giving the creditor a fresh bill for £130 at two months’ 
notice, the petition should be dismissed. A bill for £130 payable at 
two months was accordingly drawn and accepted by the debtor on the 14th 
of November, and the petition was dismissed on the 28th of November. 
On the 29th of January, 1900, the creditor recovered judgment against the 
debtor for the said sum of £130 and costs, and on the Ist of February a 
bankruptcy petition was filed in respect of the said judgment, and was 
ultimately heard before Mr. Registrar Giffard on the 14th of May, when a 
receiving order was made against the debtor. From this decision the 
debtor now appealed, and it was argued on his behalf that the facts above 
disclosed, irrespective of all other circumstances, constituted an abuse of the 
process of the court. To consent to the dismissal of a bankruptcy petition for 
any consideration greater than the amount of the original debt on which 
it was based and the costs of the bankruptcy proceedings themselves 
amounted in itself to an act of extortion. The debtor relied principally 
on Re G., Ex parte B. (ante, p. 345), but reference was also made on his 
behalf to Re Atkinson (9 Morr. 193), Re Otway (1895, 1 Q. B. 812), Re Betts 
(45 W. R. 98; 1897, 1 Q. B. 50), and Smith v. Bromley (2 Dougl. 696). 

— Court (Wesster, M.R., Riepy and Couuis, L.JJ.) dismissed the 
appeal. 
EBSTER, M.R.—I am of opinion that, asa matter of fact, there has 
been no extortion here at all. But the case has been put on higher 
ground ; and it has been argued that, if a petitioning creditor wether 
his petition, even upon the express and urgent solicitation of the debtor, 
on the understanding that the latter is to pay him a sum greater than the 
original debt and the costs of the bankruptcy proceedings, that fact in 
itself, apart from all actual extortion or harshness, amounts to extortion 
in law. I think, however, that the true view is that laid down by Fry, 
L.J., in Re Atkinson; and that, though it is perfectly true that there might 
still be extortion even in a case where the request to withdraw the petition 
came in the first place from the debtor himself, yet the court must be 
satisfied, before they will refuse a receiving order, that the petition and 
proceedings have been utilized in order to get from the debtor a larger 
amount than would otherwise have been possible. It is said that the court 
meant to go further than this in the case of Re G., Ex parte B. As I read 
that case, the registrar was there of opinion that there had been actual 
extortion ; and there is nothing in the short report of the judgment to 
justify the construction that the debtor now seeks to put on it. 

Ricry, L.J.—I have come to the same conclusion. I agree also with 
what the Master of the Rolls has said about Re G., Ex parte B. In that 
case the régistrar was of opinion that there had been de facto extortion ; 
and when such is the case it matters nothing whether the proposal to 
oe » 7 — from the creditor or the debtor. 

oLuins, L.J.—The law has not yet gone far enough to support th 
debtor’s contention. I think that : a G., Ex po B. tho taaistae 
invited the Court of Appeal to adopt the wider view, but that the court 
declined to take the point and decided purely on the facts. It may be that 
the Legislature would be justified in going a step further, and in making 
it impossible for a petitioner to withdraw his petition on his own motion. 

But it certainly has not gone so far at present. Hitherto the courts have 

shrunk from allowing the larger principle.—Oounsrx, Herbert Reed, Q.O., 

and Muir Mackenzie ; Rufus Isaacs, Q.0., and H. 8. Simmons. Soxrcrrors 

Braham Barnett ; J. J. Hands. ' 


[Reported by J. E, Monnis, Barrister-at-Law.] 


High Court—Chancery Division. 
J. & J. CASH (LIM.) v. JOSEPH CASH & CO. Kekewich, J. 25th May. 


Trape Name—Trapine 1x Own Name—Former Dirrectrorn—TeEnpency To 
Decetve—InJvuNcTION. 


This was a motion on behalf of the plaintiffs J. & J. Cash (Limited) for 
an injunction to restrain the defendant (1) from on business under 
the name of Joseph Oaeh & Co. or using the word ‘‘ Cash ’’ in a manner 
likely to mislead the public into the-belief that the defendant’s business 
was the pny tobe t . plaintiff company, (2 —- antl ane acting 
as managing r of any company formed for the purpose o 
on a similar business to the plamntifts and having a name in which the 
word ‘‘ Cash ’’ was included, and (3) from soliciting customers of the old 
firm of J. & J. Cash. It appeared that in 1895 the well-known firm of 
J. & J. Cash, carrying on business at Coventry, was converted into a 
limited company. The defendant Joseph Cash was one of the directors, 
and it was agreed that the company were to have the exclusive right 
of selling J. & J. Cash’s woven names, frillings, tapes, and other textile 
goods manufactured by the old firm. In 1898 the defendant retired from 
the directorate, and in May, 1899, proceeded to form a company for the 
purpose of carrying on business as manufacturers of frillings, tapes, and 
other textile goods at Coventry. The plaintiff company protested, and the 
defendant thereupon gave an undertaking not to start the company. The 
defendant, however, subsequently started a private business at Coventry 
under the name of Joseph Cash & Co., whose telegraphic address was 
‘‘ Frillings, Coventry.” This caused great confusion at the post office and 
among the customers of the plaintiff company, and it was alleged that 
orders intended for the plaintiffs went to the defendant ; and on the 29th 
of March, 1900, the writ was issued in the action. 

Kexewicn, J., said the last paragraph of the notice of motion dealt 
with the separate question of solicitation, which could not be resisted 
by defendant’s counsel, though the defendant said he did not know 
of it. The rest of the notice of motion raised an important question 
similar to that decided in Reddaway v. Banham (1896, A. ©. 199), 
the principle of which case had already been considered by his lordship 
in lehner v. Apollinaris Co. (1897, 1 Ch. 893). There was nothing to 
limit the principle there laid down that nobody has any right to represent 
his goods as the goods of somebody else. It was not the less a case 
of passing off because the defendant’s name happened to be ‘‘ Cash.” 
There was ample evidence to shew that the name had been known in 
Coventry for many years as connected with a certain class of goods; and 
no person ought to be allowed to sell such goods as those of J. & J. Cash. 
If the defendant could not carry on business without representing his 
goods as those of J. & J. Cash, he must cease to carry on business. To do 
so was dishonest, and the more so that, having been a director of J. & J. 
Cash (Limited), he did it with his eyes open. His lordehip thought the 
principle of Reddaway v. Banham applicable, and applied it in the present 
case without hesitation. The injunction was therefore granted.—CovnsEL, 
Warrington, Q.C., and Sargant ; E. J. Elgood. Soxtcrrons, Mackrell ¢ Co., 
for Wragge, Holliday, Godlee, Barrow, § Horton, Birmingham ; Powell § Burt, 

[Reported by 8. E, Wii.14ms, Barrister-at-Law. | 


GREEN v. HIATT. Byrne, J. 26th May. 


Partition Action—Parties Entiruep rx Moretres—Cxarce—Inrants— 
REMAINDERMEN— Partition Acts, 1868 anp 1876—Form or Orper. 


Motion for judgment. This was an application for sale or ition 
under the Partition Acts, 1868 and 1876, of certain pieces of land in the 
counties of Gloucester and Warwick and for directions and inquiries. A 
testator by his will gave certain lands at Quinton and m, in the 
county of Gloucester, or elsewhere, and all other the estate and effects, real 
and personal, of which he had power to dispose by his will to his two sons 
T. and J. in equal shares, and their respective heirs, executors, adminis- 
trators, and assigns. The testator died on the 14th of January, 1889, 
and in December of the same year his said sons T. and J. executed a deed 
of — as toa portion only of the lands devised to them by their 
father’s will, and, with the exception of certain premises which had been 
sold, remained tenants in common as to the rest. J. died on the 18th of 
March, 1891, having by his will made certain o> gifts of real estate, 
not including his share under the will of his father, the testator, 
other than that comprised in the said partition deed, and devised his 
property called the Manor House and all the residue of his real 
estate to his wife, one of the plaintiffs, for her life, and 
after her decease to all his children in equal shares. He left 
three children, all of whom at the date of the present Cyr a 
were infants and were plaintiffs. The testator’s son T. di 1896, 
having by his will devised all his messuages, lands, and heredita- 
ments at Quinton, Charrington, and elsewhere to his son, who was an 
infant, and who, together with the testator’s widow, was a defendant, but 
subject to certain charges in favour of his widow and infant daughters, 
the latter not being made parties. The claim as originally drawn asked 
for partition only, as a scheme had been approved by both sides, but the 
judge ordered it to be amended by making 1t ask for a eale in the alterna- 
tive. The prayer as amended asked that the real estate passing to J. and 
T. under their father’s will, and which had not been sold or partitioned, 
might be partitioned in equal moieties between the parties claiming uuder 
the will of J. on the one hand, and the parties claiming under the will of 
T. on the other, or sold, and the pro eeds distributed accordingly. The 
difficulty in the case arose from the fact that'with the exception of their 
mother, who was tenant for life, the ——_ were all infants and entitled 
in remainder, whilst on the other d the defendants were an infant 





entitled absolutely, and his mother who was only entitled to a charge. 
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Bynnz, J., made the following order: (1) An inquiry who are 
the persons respectively entitled to the freehold hereditaments and 
premises-in the statement of claim mentioned, and more particularly 
described in paragraph 4 thereof, and in what respective shares and 
proportions, and for what respective estates and interests, and whether 
they are respectively parties to this action; (2) an inquiry whether it will 
be more beneficial to the persons entitled to the said hereditaments and 
premises who are infants that the same should be sold and the proceeds of 
sale distributed to the persons entitled thereto, or that a division of the 
said hereditaments and premises should be made; (3) an inquiry what 
incumbrances affect the entirety of the said hereditaments or any and what 
part thereof, and when it shall be certified that all the persons interested are 
parties to this action, or have been served with notice of this judgment ; 
and if it shall be certified that it will be more beneficial that a division 
of the said hereditaments and premises should be made, let any of the 

ms interested be at liberty to apply in chambers for partition of the 
said hereditaments and premises, and let any of the persons interested 
who are not parties to this action, and any persons interested who are 
infants, whether parties to this action or not,if it shall be certified to be 
for the benefit of such infants, but provided such persons collectively or 
individually are interested to the extent of one moiety or upwards in the 
said hereditaments aud premises be at liberty to apply at chambers for a 
sale of the said hereditaments and premises. Adjourn further considera- 
tion. Liberty to apply.—Counset, W. L Richards; G. E. Cruickshank. 
Souicrrors, Crowders, Vizard, § Oldham, for Robert Lunn, Stratford-on- 
Avon ; White § Son. 

[Reported by R. Le1an Ramszoruam, Barrister-at-Law. | 


BORN v. TURNER. Byrne, J. 15th May. 


Easgement—Ancient Licuts—Mortcacer—Impiiep GRANT oF EASEMENT 
on Sate spy Mortroacee—Ccnveyanctine Act, 1881 (44 & 45 Vicr. 
c. 41), 8. 19—Tuip Party Procepure—Oosts—R. 8. 0. XVI. 55. 


This was an action in which the plaintiff, Mrs. Born, claimed 
an injunction against the defendant, Turner, and his builder in 
respect of ancient lights. The facts of the case were as follows: 
The plaintiff and Turner were adjacent owners, and both had 
purchased their properties from a mortgagee selling under his 
statutory powers of sale. Turner was at present erecting a building 
which, it was contended, deprived the plaintiff’s greenhouse of its access 
of light. It was (inter alia) submitted by way of defence that on a sale 
by a mortgagee there is no implied grant of an easement over the unsold 
portion of the property. The builder co-defendant not being satisfied 
with Turner’s offer of indemnity, delivered a separate defence, was 
separately represented by counsel, and applied for his costs under ord. 16, 
r. 55. Wolstenholme’s Conveyancing and Settled Land Acts (9th ed.), 
p. 70, was referred to. 

Byrnz, J., held that the plaintiff was entitled to the injunction. The 
question was whether in the conveyance to the predecessor in title of the 
plaintiff there was an implied grant of a guasi-easement of light. It was 
quite true that a mortgagee was not in all respects in the position of an 
owner in fee for the purposes of sale. Thus he could not sell machinery apart 
from the freehold (He Yates, Batchelor v. Yates, 36 W. R. 563, 38 Ch. D. 112). 
But under section 19 of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, he could sell the mort- 
gaged property either as a whole or in lots and in such a way as to carry with 
his grant a destruction of the equity of redemption and all legal incidents 
accompanying a grant in fee simple. His lordship did not see his way to 
say that such a grant would not pass apparently continuous easements. 
If it was so, it might act injuriously to the mortgagor in cases where it was 
— to sell a house advantageously without the surrounding land. His 

rdship accordingly granted the injunction with costs. With regard to 
the builder, his lordship held that he was under the circumstances of the 
case entitled to his costs as between solicitor and client from his co- 
defendant.—Counset, Rowden, Q.0., and Peterson; Norton, Q.0., and 
Boome ; Alexander, Q.O., and Tindal Robertson. Soxtcrrors, Mason, Soper, 
§ Wood ; Alfred R. 0. Lowndes, for Griffith, Brighton. 


[Reported by J. Anruur Price, Barrister-at-Law.] 
DAY v. RILEY AND WHITTAKER. Buckley, J. 15th May. 


Trape-Marxk—RectiricaTion or RecisteR—MaArk REGISTERED UNDER ACT 
or 1883—Orper to Expunce Stupty—Nor Svunsect To APPLICATION TO 
AMEND. 


This was an application by the defendant to rectify the register by 
striking out two registered trade-marks, No. 70,347 and another, 
to the plaintiffs, and was heard with the plaintiff’s action, 

which was to restrain infringement of the marks, infringement of copyright 
in a certain label, and x | off by the defendants of their goods as the 
goods of the plaintiff. e mark No. 70,347 was in respect of a 
medicine for horses, cattle, and sheep, called Day & Sons’ Black Drink, 
made by the plaintiff, and the mark consisted of the whole of a label fixed 
upon every bottle sold by the plaintiff. The label contained on the left 
at the head of the label a device with words upon it, with the word 

“‘ registered’ above, and the words ‘‘ trade-mark” below the device in 
pose On the right of the device occurred the words ‘‘ Day & Sons’ 
lack Drink or Colic avd Scour Mixture,’’ and then followed directions as to 
how the mixture was to be used. This label was composed by the plaintiff in 
1887. The application to register was made on the 6th of December, 1887, and 
the mark appeared in the Zrade-Marks Journal under date the 18th of July, 
1888, and was registered on the 19th of November, 1888. The ondents 
now admitted that they could not support the mark as a mark, but asked 
that the order to expunge should be made subject to an application to 
amend made within a reasonable time, as was done in Re Wills’ 
Trade-Mark (1893, 2 Ch. 262, 41 W. B. Dig. 252). 








Bucsey, J., after granting an injunction against the defendants on 
the passing off claim, and pointing out that the plaintiff had given up 
his other claims, continued as follows with regard to mark No. 70,347: 
The Act of 1888 only came into operation on the Ist of January, 1889, 
so that the application (to register) was made under the Act of 1883, 
Here the respondents admit that they cannot support the mark as a 
mark for reasons which I need not go into; but they ask to put the 
order in the form that was used by Wright, J., in Re Wills’ Trade. 
Mark, making an order expunging the mark unless an application to 
amend is made within areasonable time. That is an order I could 
not make in the absence of the comptroller, because the usual undertaking 
has been taken. Wright, J., put the matter in train no doubt to put that 
right, but what I have to consider is whether I ought to make that order 
at all. It is plain the respondents want the order in that form because 
they desire to preserve to themselves the benefit of the Act of 1883, and 
not to register anew under the Act of 1888. If I expunge the mark from 
the register of course it will be competent to them to make another 
application to register another mark which may be free from objection; 
but now that will have to be such a mark as will comply with the Act of 
1888. It seems to me that the mark is wrong, and that, if it is wrong, 
I ought not to give the respondents an opportunity of availing themselves 
of the benefit of the Act of 1883 now that an Act which must be taken to 
be a wiser and more useful Act has passed, which took effect in January, 
1889. As regards this mark, therefore, I must simply make an order 
expunging it from the register.—Covunset, Astbury, Q.0., and Arnold 
Herbert ; H. Terrell, Q.0., and Austen Cartmell. Soxicrrors, Woosnam ¢ 
Smith, for C. H. Pedley, Crewe ; Pritchard, Englefield, § Co., for D. L. Sprake, 
Accrington. 

(Reported by J. F. Watry, Barrister-at-Law. | 


SANDERS-CLARK v. GROSVENOR MANSIONS CO. AND D’ALESSANDRI, 
Buckley, J. 30th May. 


NvIsANckE — REASONABLE UsEe or Property—Occurpiers or DIrrerent 
Fuiats in Same Bortprvec—ResmpentiaL Occurprer AND RESTAURANT 
KEEPER. 


The plaintiff was the tenant of a flat on the first floor of a building which 
was erected for the purpose of private residential flats some time ago. She 
held under a lease for fourteen years from 1892, and when she took the 
flat there were only private residences in the building. The defendant 
D’Alessandri occupied premises in the same building which were used until 
1898 as a private residence, when they were altered for and let to him asa 
restaurant. They consisted of a kitchen in the basement, restaurant on the 
ground-floor, and dining-room on the mezzanine floor immediately beneath 
the plaintiff’s flat. The kitchen was at the back, immediately under the 
plaintiff’s bedroom, and faced a closed courtyard or well. The action was 
to restrain D’Alessandri from using his premises so as to cause a 
nuisance to the plaintiff, and on motion for an interlocutory injuuc- 
tion, he undertaking to do his best to prevent any nuisance 
from smell or noise, a person was —— by the court to report how the 
nuisance by heat could be abated. He made his report, and his suggestions 
were carried out at the expense of the landlords, the defendant company, 
as against whom the plaintiff subsequently discontinued the action. The 
alleged nuisance from smell and noise remaining unabated, the plaintiff 
suggested how it might be remedied at an expense of £10 to £20, and 
offered to discontinue the action against D’Alessandri if he did this at his 
own expense and paid her costs, but he replied that he did not consider 
himself in any way liable for the heat, and declined to make any attempt 
to diminish the noise and smell, or to pay such costs. It appeared that the 
heat complained of was in effect due to the large cooking range used by 
D’ Alessandri for his business opening into a flue built to carry the heat of 
arange of smaller size, and the smell made its escape from the kitchen through 
an open grating which filled the window space and could not be closed, 
and then rose to the plaintiff’s premises. 

Bucxizy, J.—The plaintiff complains of three things—first, heat; 
secondly, smell ; and thirdly, noise. Now there is some evidence of noise 
made by clattering of plates and 7 the saucepans being taken off and put 
on the hotplate, and I‘apply Lord Selborne’s test in Gaunt v. Finney (21 
W. RB. 129, 8 Ch. App. 8, 12)—viz.: ‘‘A nuisance by noise (suppo 
malice to be out of the question) is emphatically a question of degree. 
my neighbour builds a house against a party-wall, next to my own, and I 
hear through the wall more than is agreeable to me of the sounds from his 
nursery or his music-room, it does not follow (even if I am nervously 
sensitive or in infirm health) thatIcan . obtain aninjunction. Such 
things, to offend against the law, must be done in a manner which, beyond 
fair controversy, ought to be regarded as exeeptive and unreasonable.” 
That the noise here is pot. It may be an annoyance but it is not a legal 
nuisance. The defendant is entitled to carry on the business of a 
restaurant on his premises, and the evidence is that it is carried 
on in a quiet and ordeily manner. The plaintiff’s case, therefore, 
fails as to noise. Then as to heat the defendant D’Alessandri says this 
has nothing to do with him. But this defendant obtained the 
alterations of the premises which led to his neighbour being exposed to 
excessive heat. ere was evidence of danger of fire, and there was the 
interference with the plaintiff's enjoyable occupation of her premises. 
The defendant was entitled to carry on his business, but were the altera- 
tions made by him in the premises such as to expose the plaintiff to 
annoyance that she ought not to bear? The law is laid down by Lord 
Selborne in Ball v. Ray (21 W. BR. 282, 8 Ch. App. 467, 469)—viz. : ‘‘If the 
houses adjoining each other are so built that from the commencement of 
their existence it is manifest that each adjoining inhabitant was intended 
to enjoy his own property for the ordinary purposes for which it and all 
different parts of it were constructed, then so long as the house is so used 
there is nothing that can be regarded in law asa nuisance. . . , But, on 
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‘the other hand, if either party turns his house, or any portion of it, to 
seeesal parpotes in such a manner as to produce a substantial injury to 
his neigh ur, it appears to me that that is not according to le or 
authority a reasonable use of his own property; and his neighbour, 
shewing substantial injury, is entitled to protection.”’ I this case to 
Reinhardt v. Mentasti (38 W. R. 10, 42 Oh. D. , 690), where 
Kekewich, J., said that the principle did not depend on the question 
whether the defendant’s user was reasonable or otherwise. Here 
a restaurant keeper goes into premises where the flue is not big 
enough, and exposes it to undue use. That is not reasonable. It is an 
unreasonable use of his premises, and he is liable. As to smell, has the 
plaintiff been caused discomfort, and if so, has it been by the defendant’s 
act? I think there has been a sensible and substantial interference with 
the plaintiff’s enjoyment due to the defendant’s unreasonable use of his 
premises. The plaintiff therefore succeeds in the action. The defendant 
was wrong in regard to the heat and smell, and I cannot discriminate as to 
the costs of the noise of the case, which depends on the same evidence. 
—OounsgL, Astbury, Q.C., and Bryan Farrer ; Ingpen, Q.C., and Attwater. 
Souicrrors, Nicholson, Graham, ¢ Graham ; J. Rawes Baron. 

[Reported by J. F. Wa.ey, Barrister-at-Law.] 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
ROOSE v. PERRY & CO. Div. Court. 24th May. 


Satz or Foop anp Drvues Acts—Butrer conrarnina Boracic Actp Soip 
ro PLarntirr BY DerEenpAnts As ‘* Purg’’ Burrer—PRocegDINGS AGAINST 
PLAINTIFF UNDER Section 6 or THE Act or 1875—Acrion To Recover 
Expenses so IncURRED—ALLEGED Breacn or WarRANTY—Pvre Borrer 
as Known IN THE TrapeE—AppiTI0n or Non-Insuntous PRESERVATIVSS 
—Marcarmng Act, 1887 (50 & 51 Vict. c. 29),'s. 3—Satz or Foop anp 
Daves (AMENDMENT) Act, 1899 (62 & 63 Vicr. c: 51), s. 1, svB-sEcTIoN 7. 


This was the appeal of the defendants from a decision of the judge of 
the Flintshire County Court, who had found for the plaintiff. The action 
was brought to recover damages for breach of warranty that certain 
butter was “‘ pure’”’ butter. The ground of the appeal was that the judge 
had misdirected himself in law, inasmuch he refused to consider or 
decide what pure butter meant as an article of commerce, and said that as 
a small quantity of boracic acid had been added to it since it left the 
churn it was not in fact ‘‘ pure’’ butter, and not therefore according to 
the warranty. The plaintiff as a retail dealer bought from the defendants, 
and she was summoned by an inspector under the Food and Drugs Act for 
selling an article that was not pure butter. Having the defendants’ 
warranty the summons was dismissed, and the plaintiff then brought this 
action to recover her expenses, and the defendants pleaded that the butter 
supplied was pure butter as that article was known in the trade. 
z Court allowed the appeal. 

Ruvtzy, J.—I think this case is not entirely free from doubt owing to 
the difficulty created by the word “ pure’’ and the construction we are 
asked to put upon it. In one sense of the word it cannot be contended 
that this was pure butter, because it has a small ntage of boracic 
acid added to it, and we know that butter, w is a manufactured 
article, can be made without this being done. But common salt is always 
added and yet no one would say that the addition of a little salt to the 
butter rendered the butter not pure. Then why should the addition of a 
very small peoentngy ot boracic acid, which is added exactly for the same 
reason as salt is added, make pure butter thereby impure? Speaking for 
myself, I think it does not. But really that is not the point we have to 
decide. This butter was sold by persons in the trade as “‘ pure butter,” 


and that seems to have introduced a different class of » by which 
it has been held that where persons were with one another in trade 
as tradesmen different considerations arise. was a trade transaction 


between tradesmen, and it seems to me that the judge ought to have 
considered that fact, and ought to have considered whether by the addition 
of a very small percentage of boracic acid to butter to be by descrip- 
tion as pure butter, though not in the abstract pure, was nevertheless pure 
butter as that term was used in the trade. For these reasons I think the 
judge ought to reconsider the question and see whether in fact this was 
not pure butter in the trade sense of that term, although not so in the 
abstract sense. 
Bicuam, J.—I, too, think this case should go back to the county court 
judge with an intimation of our opinion. He does not appear to have 
fully appreciated the character of the contract that was made. The ies 
were both in this trade and must be taken to have known that this butter 
contained some kind of necessary preservative. The warran 
my view, limited to a warranty that the butter was not adulterated—did 
Bot contain, in other words, added fa’ matter. For = paren ot 
interpreting -this warranty the judge should have taken into ion 
what was the trade me of ‘‘pure’’ butter, as that expression would 
be used by the plaintiff and the defendants. The j asked the 
counsel where the line was to be drawn if this was held by him 
to be pure butter and the presence of sorhe preservative was to be admitted 
48 consistent with a warranty that the butter was pure. But I think the 
line is to be drawn where the added ent ceased to be a preservative 
and became something else. If the d 


in this case it seems to me that the mere introduction of a little salt would | on application at the Chancery 


tender the defendants liable. I cannot believe the ever intended 
that the butter to be supplied should be in the simple state that it left the 


and not us to decide. 1 think that he went wrong in refusing 
consideration evidence that this ‘pure butter’ had a meaning 
as used between the plaintiff and ts in trade apart from its 
natural meaning. remitted accordingly.—OounseL, Bonsey ; Bryn 
Roberts. Souicrrors, Neve § Beck, for W. H. Pride, Liverpool; Hamlin, 
Grammer, § Hamlin, for Gamlin § Williams, Rhyl. 

[Reported by Eesxrvz Rew, Barrister-at-Law.| 





Bankruptcy Cases. 
Re VAUTIN. Ex parte THE TRUSTEE. Wright, J. 21st and 28th May. 
Banxruprcy—FRavpvuLant Prererence—Banxervprcy Act, 1883 
(46 & 47 Vicr. c. 52), s. 48. 
This was an application by the trustee in the bankruptcy of Claude 


Vautin for a declaration that a payment of £1,000 made by the bankrupt 
to the respondent after the date of’ the act of bankraptey on 


which the receivin 


Turner, 
order had been made, was a fraudulent ce; 


t+ Turner should 






bis debts, and “‘ make him a free man.’’ 


t, 
would clear of all ” 
| the distinct understanding that this loan would clear off all Vautin’s 
liabilities, Turner gave him a cheque for £1,000. Vautin went away 
and cashed the cheque, but later in the day some unforeseen claims 


were made him, he saw that the amount he had been able 
to borrow would nothing like clear off his liabilities, so he made 
up his mind to fly the country, and on his way to the coast on the 
evening of the 27th of October he posted notes to the value of 
£1,000 to Turner, who received them on the morning of the 28th of 
October, after Vautin had committed the act of bankruptcy on which a 

order was eventually made against him—viz., a 

land with intent to defeat or delay his creditors. 

m the lst of November, 1899. 


receivi 
out of 
receiving was made against Vautin wu 
He was adjudicated a upon the 
was appointed who launched the present motion. It was contended on 
behalf of the respondent that, as this money had been lent to Vautin for 
a specific purpose only, that he did no more than was right in returning it 
ve found that it was impossible to fulfil the purpose for which it 
been lent. 

Wuicut, J., came to the conclusion that Vautin had repaid the money, 
8 under the bond fide belief that he was bound by contract so to do, 
and the dominant intention in his mind was not to prefer. His lord- 
ship held that in a case where a man makes a payment in the bond fide 
bellef that he is under a legal or moral obligation to do so, there can be no 
fraudulent preference. The ion was therefore dismissed.— 
Counset, Muir Mackenzie and H. Kisch; Reed, Q.C., and Carrington. 
Soxicrrors, Beyfus ¢ Beyfus ; Ashurst Morris § Orisp. 

[Reported by P. M. Faaxcxe, Barrister-at-Law. ] 





Solicitors’ Cases. 
SOLICITOR ORDERED TO BE STRUCK OFF THE ROLL. 
28 May.—Brrnarp Emanvus, ABRAHAMS. 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 
HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
Warrsun Vacation Notice. 


There will be no sitting in court d the Whitsun Vacation. 
During Whitsun Vacation all applications ‘ which me | require to be 


immediately or promptly heard’’ are to be made to the Vacation Judge 
for the time being 
Mr. Justice Dar! will act as Vacation Judge from Saturday, June 2, 
to Monday, June 11, both days inclusive. 3 
Mr. Justice Darling will sit in Queen’s Bench Jud Chambers on 
Friday, June 8. On other days, withiu the above period, ~~ in 
y or by post. 


ur matters may be made to the Vacation Judge perso 
any case of great urgency the brief of co ~—_ sent to the 
judge by book post or parcel, prepaid, accompanied by office copies of the 
affidavits in support of the tion, also by a minute, on @ 
separate sheet of paper, eigned by counsel, of the order he may consider 
the applicant entitled to, und also an envelope capable of he necks the 
, addressed as follows: ‘‘ Chancery Official Letter : To the trar 
Se Vvemution, Chancery Registrars’ Chambers, Royal Courts of Justice, 
London, W.OC.” 
On applications for injunctions, in addition to the above, a copy of the 
writ, and a certificate of writ issued, must be sent. 


The sent to the judge will be returned to the registrar. 
The Sion of the Vast Jedge for the time being can be obtained 
Registrars’ Chambers, Room 136, Royal 


Courts of Justice. 











churn, for th expected that preservative would be added 

Wo'thet it shoul keop good “while ‘ od fou" alle im her chop. Ishould| Mr. Justice Kennedy, who has been absent from court for some time in 
‘myself have had no hesitation in fin that this was pure butter within | consequence of a severe chill, has now quite recovered, and has left for 
the meaning of the warranty, but that is a question of fact for the judge | Summer Assizes at Salisbury. 
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LAW SOCIETIES. 


LAW ASSOCIATION, 


The annual general court of the Law Association for the benefit of 
widows and families of solicitors in the metropolis and vicinity was held at 
the hall of the Incorporated Law Society on Thursday, the 24th of May 
last, Mr. Sidney Smith, one of the treasurers, being in the chair, anda 
number of the directors and members being present, including Mr. Pead, 
Mr. Peacock, Mr. Vallance, Mr. Daw, Mr. Toovey, Mr. Calley, Mr. Ram, 
Mr. Sharon G. Turner, Mr. G. H. Radford, Mr. Stannard, and others. 

The Chairman, in proposing the adoption of the directors’ report and 
statement of account for the past year (the eighty-third since the forma- 
tion of the association), called attention to the sound financial position of 
the association, a further investment of £600 being added to the funds 
during the past year, while a substantial balance was carried forward for 
the objects of the association during the subsequent year. The receipts 
daring the year had been: Income from dividends on invested funds and 
annual subscriptions, £1,550; and legacies, donations, and life subscriptions, 
£400. The directors had distributed during the year a total sum of £1,015 
amongst thirty-six applicants for relief, principally widows or daughters 
of deceased London solicitors, and many of whom were in advanced years, 
one being now 89, while three were over 80, and five over 70 years of age. 
Reference was also made to the large increase in new members, forty-nine 
having joined during the year, which compared most favourably with recent 

ears. 
7" The report and accounts were then adopted, and the officers were elected 
for the ensuing year, Mr. Edwin Hanson Freshfield being elected a trustee 
in the place of Mr. B. G. Lake, resigned. 

Mr. Sharon Grote Turner, a subscribing member for over twenty years, 
brought forward a motion to increase the allowance in relief of non- 
members’ cases (which by the rules had hitherto been restricted to £15 in 
any one year) to £25, payable by two or more instalments, and called 
attention to several deserving cases which the directors had been unable to 
help as fully as they desired ; while of the £400 voted for non-members 
cases during the past year, only £270 had been expended. After consider- 
able discussion the motion was agreed to, and the meeting closed with the 
usual votes of thanks to the officers of the past year and the chairman. 





GENERAL COUNCIL OF THE BAR. 


At the recent annual election the following gentlemen were declared 
duly elected members of the General Council of the Bar—viz.: Mr. M. C. 
Buszard, Q.C., Mr. C. M. Warmington, Q.C., Mr. E. T. Atkinson, Q C., 
Mr. H. F. Dickens, Q.C., Mr. Joseph Walton, Q.0., Mr. O. Swinfen Eady, 
Q.C., Mr. Vernon R. Smith, Q.C., Mr. J. V. Vesey Fitzgerald, Q.C., Mr. 
W. F. K. Taylor, Q.0., Mr. W. English Harrison, Q.0., Mr. J. Scott Fox, 
Q.C., Lord Robert Cecil, Q.C., Hon. Alfred Lyttelton, Q.0., M.P., Mr. 
O. Leigh Clare, M.P., Mr. R. H. Spearman, Mr. G. Henderson, Mr. 
Yarborough Anderson, Mr. Boydell Houghton, Mr. J. E. H. Benn, Mr. 
Stantey O. Buckmaster, Mr. T. Dalton Lawrance, Hon. Frank Russell, 
mr. E. Percival Clarke, and the Hon. Reginald W. Coventry. There were 
thirty-two candidates proposed for election. The number of voting papers 
rent in was 1,880, of which fifty-seven were rejected. 





LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
Honours Examration.—Aprit, 1900. 

At the Examination for Honours of candidates for admission on the roll 
of solicitors of the Supreme Court, the Examination Committee recom- 
mended the following as being entitled to honorary distinction :— 

Frrest Cuass. 
[In order of Merit. ] 
Auzert Ernest Wooncare, who served his clerkship with Mr. Benjamin 


snr so Simpson, of the firm of Messrs. Simpson, Cullingford, & Co., of 
on. 

Faeperick Bast Brany Cavrcu, who served his clerkship with Mr. 
Alfred Frederic Church, of London. 

ARTHUR Wri1am Hapeii1, who served his clerkship with Mr. Thomas 
— Leadbitter, of the firm of Mesers. E. Flux & Leadbitter, of 





Gzrorcz Rorz Coox, who served his clerkship with Mr. Edwin Perkins 
Ridley, ef the firm of Messrs. Birkett & Ridley, of Ipswich ; and Messrs. 
Field, Roscoe, & Co., of London. 

Haney Waxenam Pvrxis, who served his clerkship with Mr. James Peter 
we deceased, and Mr. Mark Whyley, both of the firm of Messrs. 
yley & Piper, of Bedford; and Mr. Henry Wakeham Purkis and Mr. 
Frederick Douglas Alloway, of London. 
Szconp Oxass. 


[In Alphabetical Order. ] 


Ernest Arthur Alexander, who served his clerkship with Mr. Samuel 
Thomas Biggs, of the firm of Mesers. Biggs, Roche, Sawyer, & Oo., of 
London. 


Sydney Herbert Brown, who served his clerkship with Mr. Henry Archer, 
of the firm of Messrs. Sharman, Jackson, & Archer, of Wellingborough ; 
and Mesers. Russell-Cooke & Co., of London. 

Kenneth Loader, who served his clerkship with Mr. John Edward Dell, 
of Brighton ; and Mr. J. Parker Ayers, of London. 








the other courts in England is about 200, 


William Henry John Platts, who served his clerkship with Mr. Willian 
Walter Nicholson, of the firm of Messrs. Nicholson & Crouch, of London, 
Ernest Alfred Sheldon, who served his clerkship with Mr. Alfred H 
Coley, of Messrs. Coley & Coley, of Birmingham; and Mr. William 

Parkes Travis, of the firm of Messrs. Perry & Travis, of Stourbridge. 

Edward Reginald Taylor, who served his clerkship with Mr. Willian 
Walter Nicholson, of the firm of Messrs Nicholson & Crouch, of London, 

Samuel Tonkin, who served his clerkship with Mr. Ernest Orrell Bake, 
of the firm of Messrs. Cooper & Bake, of London. 

Francis Edmund Woods, who served his clerkship with Mr. Thomas 
Beckwith Ohristian Edwards, of the firm of Messrs. Edwards & Sons, of 
London. 

Turrp Cuass. 


[In Alphabetical Order. ] 


John Sackville Bell, who served his clerkship with Mr. James Bell, of 
Kingston-on-Thames. 

John Blair, who served his clerkship with Mr. Charles Maynard Owen, 
of the firm of Messrs. Faithfull & Owen, of London. 

Henry James Harrison, who served his clerkship with Mr. Jesse William 
Hind, of the firm of Messrs. Wells & Hind, of Nottingham; and Messrs, 
Hind & Robinson, of London. 

Arthur Henry Naylor, who served his clerkship with Mr. Frank Naylor, 
of London. 

Ernest Sabine Read, who served his clerkship with Mr. Charles Taylor 
and Mr. Frederick Taylor, both of the firm of Messrs. Taylor & Taylor, of 
London. 

Thomas James Thomas, B.A. (Camb.), who eerved his clerkship with 
Messrs. Harry Cousins & Oo., of Cardiff. 

Harry Clifford Turner, who served his clerkship with Mr. Alfred Slater, 
of Leeds. 

The Council of the Incorporated Law Society have accordingly given 
class certificates and awarded the following prizes of books: 

To Mr. Woodgate—Prize of the Honourable Society of Clement’s-inn— 
value about £10 ; and the Daniel Reardon Prize. 

To Mr. Church—The Prize of the Honourable Society of Clifford-inn— 
value 5 guineas. 

To Mr. Hadrill—The Prize of the Honourable Society of New-inn—value 
5 guineas. 

To Mr. Cook and Mr. Purkis—Prizes of the Incorporated Law Society— 
value 5 guineas. 

To Mr. Tonkin—The John Mackrell Prize—value about £12. 

The Council have given class certificates to the candidates in the second 
and third classes. 








LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENTS. 
Mr. George Henry Tuomas Foster, solicitor, of Malvern, has been 


appointed a Perpetual Commissioner for the counties of Worcester, 
Gloucester, and Hereford. Mr. Foster was admitted in 1894. 


Mr. Wi114m James Rosrnson, solicitor, of Bristol, has been appointed 
a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Robinson was admitfed in September, 
1889. 

Mr. Watrer Henry Tayrwer, solicitor, of Bristol, has been appointed 
a Commisioner for Oaths. Mr. Tayler was admitted in 1893. 

Mr. Watrer Freperick Txomas, solicitor, of the firm of Barnes & 
Thomas, of Brackley, Northamptonshire, has been appointed a Oom- 
missioner for Oaths. Mr. Thomas was admitted in March, 1894. 

Sir E Carson, Q.C., M P., Solicitor-General, has been elected a Bencher 
of the Honourable Society of the Middle Temple. 





CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIP. 
DI1ssoLuTION. 


Wittram Pickup Hatirwect and Rozerr Smattey Havuiwe 1, solicitors 
(Halliwell & Halliwell), Darwen. May 16. [ Gazette, May 22. 





INFORMATION REQUIRED. 


Colonel Witt1am Atpwortn Home Harz, R.E., died 29th April, 1900. 
Any solicitor who prepared a Will for him is requested to communicate 
with Messrs. Nicholl, Manisty, & Co., 1, Howard-street, Strand, London. 





GENERAL. 


On the 25th inst. the Roya] Assent was given to the Police Reservists 
Allowance Act, the Electoral Disabilities (Military Service) Act, and the 
Metropolitan Police Provisional Order Act. sa 

A correspondent of the Times, writing on the sittings of the Lords of 
Appeal, says: ‘‘I venture to send you a few figures which might be of use 
to those who are interested in the question of the final Court of Appeal 
both for the United Kingdom and for the rest of the Empire. In the legal 
year 1898 to 1899 the House of Lords and the Privy Council together :at 
for 152 days—viz., 71 days for the former and 81 days for the latter. Most 
of the sittings of the two tribunals were contemporaneous, and the four 
Lords of Appeal in Ordinary sat, two in the one place and two in the 
other; and each Lord actually sat not more than about 85 days. If the 
full strength of the court had sat in each tribunal, each Lord would have 
been occupied for 152 days. The ordinary number of sittings of a judge in 
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A Chicago journal, quoted by the Albany Law Journal, gives the following 
of a portion of the evidence in a criminal case: ‘Iwill ask you 
now,” the attorney for the prosecution said to the witness, “‘if the 
defendant in this case confessed to you his motive in shooting the 
deceased.’’ ‘‘ Hold on!” interposed the attorney for the defence. ‘‘I 
object.” “I only want to find out whether——’’ “I object!” Legal 
wrangle of half an hour. ‘‘ The witness may answer,” ruled the judge. 
“Now, then, sir, I will ask you again. Did or did not the prisoner confess 
to you his motive in shooting the deceased?’’ ‘“* He did.’’ ‘ What was 
it?” “He wanted to kill him.” 


The Times, in an article on solicitors’ failures, says that better business 
habits; less reluctance to put straightforward questions to the family 
solicitor; higher sense of responsibility among people holding fiduciary 

itions; less inclination to treat solicitors as bankers and general 
financial agents—such changes as these would be the best correctives of 
the evils of which our correspondents write. Scarcely lees important is the 
discarding by solicitors of some loose ways of doing business which have 
become inveterate. With the present banking facilities there is no got 
reason why many of them should keep large funds in their control for long 

iods. ‘The intrusion of solicitors into the field of finance is, as we have 
pointed out, a fruitful source of mischief. The Inspector-General in 
bankruptcy has more than once called attention to the increase of failures 
among solicitors, and he has often traced the disaster to their meddling 
with matters far outside their normal vocation. 


On the 24th inst., in the House of Commons, replying to Mr. Labouchere, 
the Attorney-General said : The Government have under consideration the 
question of altering the law so as to make criminal the misappropriation of 
moneys or securities by an agent, even though there be no direction in 
writing as to their application, as is at present required by law. Such an 
alteration has been recommended by the special committee of the Incor- 
porated Law Society. With regard to the second branch of the question, 
fam informed that, immediately after a decision of the High Court in 
April, 1899, that they had power in all cases to do so, the Law Society 
resolved not to renew the certificates of persons known to be undischarged 
bankrupts. The question of making provision for more effective inquiry 
asto the circumstances attending the bankruptcy in every case in which 
the applicant for renewal has been bankrupt is now under consideration. 


On the 28th inst., in the House of Commons, Mr. Gibson Bowles asked the 
fecretary to the Treasury whether he could say whence the necessity had 
arisen for designing a new Great Seal; had there been any and, if so, what 
alterations made in the design of the Great Seal; how many new Great 
Seals had been made in the present reign, and what had been the cost of 
each; and what became of the old Great Seals? Mr. Hanbury said: In 
1897 it was represented to the Treasury that the present Seal had been in 
use for nearly twenty years, and twice as long as the average time during 
which previous Great Seals had lasted. New Great Seals were made in 
1838, 1860, and 1878. Since 1878 many documents which had formerly to 
pass the Great Seal have under statute been impressed with a wafer instead. 
It was also stated that the mechanical parts of the Great Seal were worn 
out, and that the fittings and ornaments had become sensibly defaced. 
The mechanical press and fittings are not, of course, a part of the Seal. 
The Seal itself, I am informed, requires careful cleaning, but there may be 
technical difficulties in the way of sending the Seal to be cleaned and 
refitted. The cost of the 1838 Seal is not known, that made in 1860 cost 
£413, and that of 1878 £513; the new one will cost £400. The disused 
Great Seal is disposed of as the Sovereign may direct. 


An amusing item, say the Central Law Journal, is going the rounds of 
the legal journals concerning a case pending in the Supreme Court of 
fowa. It seems that alaw firm, of which the senior member was recently 
chief justice, appeared as attorneys in a case wherein the law as declared 
by the chief justice whilst occupying that position was dead against the 
law as now contended for by him. Hence the language of the brief, filed 
by them : ‘‘ We recognize the fact that the senior member of the firm, the 
name of which is subscribed hereto, among his last official duties as chief 
justice of this honourable and respected court, wrote the decision in the 
case of Ottumwa v. Stodgill (reported in 103 Iowa 437), in which this court 
held that a transfer of stock in a corporation is invalid as against 
an attaching creditor, even though he has actual notice of the 
transfer, when the transfer is not entered upon the books of 
the corporation in the manner provided by section 1078 of the Code 
of 1873, Since that case was decided the junior members of the firm 
have laboured long and earnestly with the senior member to convince him 
of the error of his decision. We have shewn him that it is based upon a 
harsh, strict, and literal interpretation of the statute; that it is contrary 
to equity and good conscience, and opposed to the trend of modern and 
enlightened authority. We have pointed out to him that he wrote it as 
the shades of night were falling upon his judicial career, and that his 
theretofore clearsightedntss in legal matters had become temporarily 
dimmed, and that he is now in the bright light of a free and unhampered 
advocate, aud more capable of seeing things in their proper proportions.”’ 


_It is announced that the Board of Trade have appointed the Right Hon. 
Sir Edward Fry (chairman), the Right Hon. Sir Richard Webster, Bart., 
@0.M.G. (Master of the Rolls), the Right Hon. Sir Edward Carson, Q.O. 

M.P. (Sclicitor-General), Sir William H. Houldsworth, Bart., M.P., Mr. 
F.J.8. Hopwood, 0.B., O.M.G., Mr. 8. E. Spring-Rice, O.B., Mr. J. 
Fletcher Moulton, Q.0., M.P., Colonel Thomas W. ing, Mr. Edward 
Uarpmael, and Mr. Herbert Hughes to be a committee, with the ge 
teference : While her Majesty’s Government do not think it desirable an 

do not propose to establish any general system of examination as 
to the novelty of inventions in respect of which applications for 
letters patent are made, and do not require any inquiry into 





any such system of examination, the committee hereinbefore 
appointed is to inquire into the working of the Patents Acts with 
reference to the following questions: (1) Whether any, and, if so, what, 
additional powers should be given to the Patent Office to (a) control, (5) 
impose conditions on, or (c) otherwise limit the issue of letters patent in 
respect of inventions which are obviously old, or which the information 
recorded in the office shews to have been previously protected by letters 
patent in this country ; (2) Whether any, and, if so, what, amendments 
are necessary in the provisions of section 22 of the Patents, &c., Act, 1883 ; 
and (3) Whether the period of seven months priority allowed by section 


103 of that Act to applicants for letters patent under the International 
Convention may properly be extended, and, if so, on what conditions. The 
Board of Trade have appointed Mr. Arthur Paget, barrister-at-law, to be 
secretary to the committee. 


The annual meetivg of the Romilly Society was held on Tuesday —- 


noon. Mr. Justice Mathew, who presided, said that he e 
formation of the society as one of the gratifying proofs of the strength of 
the movement in favour of a more merciful administration of the criminal 
law. Governors of gaols found themselves quite able to maintain discipline 
by the adoption of more humane treatment than used to prevail. The 
diminution of sentences and the diminution of crime had gone on together. 
The condition of the untried prisoner still needed improvement, since his 
treatment was too often worse than that of the convict. Judges 
frequently experienced considerable difficulty in deciding what sentences 
they should inflict, because they had no information as to the history, up- 
bringing, and temptations to which the prisoner had been and 
any efforts which been made to reclaim him. There were two classes 
of prisoners with whom the j had constantly to deal—the habitual 
criminals and the professio criminals. The former were often the 
victims of drink, ve ear got a a list of offences recorded 
against them. In dealing with them inquiry should be made as to 
what efforts they had made from time to time to earn an honest living. 
The second class numbered about 5,000. Its members often acquired 
good incomes by criminal means, and were not so often seen in the dock as 
they were supposed to be. When they did appear he thought society had 
a right to demand sentences of penal servitude in order that they might 
have the opportunity of learning a trade and earning a living by it. He 
was opposed to flogging, which was usually advocated as a punishment for 
two classes of offence. The first of these—robbery with serious violence— 
should be met by a term of penal servitude, because society had a right to 
be freed from the danger of a repetition of the offence. Short terms of 
+ oaganmeaes with flogging simply left the prisoner a greater public 
anger. 


Sir John Scott, in the course of a paper on ‘‘ English and Anglo-Indian 
Criminal Procedure,’’ read before the Society or Arts on the 24th inst., 
said that the broadest difference to notice between the two systems was 
that Indian criminal procedure was codified, whereas ours was a body of 
uncodified rules developed by ience and to be sought in man 
quarters. The advantage of a code was that it soon became popula i 
and then good government became easier. No doubt the t was 
greater in a backward than in a highly civilized community; but it was 
good for any country. As ed the constitution of the courts, 

ngland had nothing to take from India, and India had received all she 
could from England. Our judicial organisation was an historic develop- 
ment, that of India was a recent creation, in which, however, due respect 
had been paid to ancient custom; and even the village head, in small 
matters, retained his traditional jurisdiction. The unpaid magistracy of 
this country had its counterpart in the Indian justices of the peace; but 
the British hierarchy of justice, ranging from petty sessions to the House 
of Lorde, was in India represented by a graded and paid magistracy. It 
was held nowadays a part of criminal procedure to provide not only for 
the detection and punishment, but also for the prevention of crime. India 
had gone much further than England in this respect, and there were large 
powers of exacting security for keeping the peace. In the preliminaries of 
trials there was little difference between land and India; but in 
prosecution there was a capital distinction. In India every important case 
was conducted by the Public Prosecutor; whereas with us, out of some 
11,000 indictable offences and 40,000 disposed of summarily, only 414 were, 
in 1897, prosecuted by the public officials. English lawyers must be 
almost shocked at the number of appeals which were allowed by the 
Criminal Procedure Code in India. But it should be understood that the 
Indian judiciary in the provinces had not the advantage of the same 
stimulating supervision, and an appeal from them might be advantageous 
although similar appeals might, if extensively applied, be mere of 
time in England. 





WaAknInG TO INTENDING House Purcuassrs AND Lxssees.—Before pur- 
chasing or renting a house have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 
Examined, Tested, and Reported upon by an Expert from The Sanitary 
Engineering Co. (H. Carter, C.E., ), 65, Victoria-street, West- 
minster. Fee quoted on receipt of particulars. Established 23 
years. Telegrams, ‘ Sanitation.’”—[Apvr.] 

To Soxicrrors, Rea Estate Owners, AND RePresentatives.—We obtain 
Best Prices for all Quantities of Second-hand and Defective Rails, Scrap 
Iron, Old Plant, &c. We undertake to SELL for Clients, at a moderate 
commission, or to Purchase outright where necessary, all Iron, Steel, 
and Heavy Goods, Castings, &c. Highest references. Write or wire— 
Morpaunt Lawson & Oo., eres Cumberland 3 
daunt, Workington ; Telephone: No. 3 
mingham, Carlisle, London, Liverpool, Middlesboro' 
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THE Pp ROPERTY MART Daztor Exrroratiox Couraxz ov % bf in Avera atin, Linrrep {1m sara 
° are on or 
SALES OF THE ENSUING WEEK. particulars of thelr debts or claims, to Julius Wileon Hetherington Byrne, €i, Got 
Jatine—Tgemn, Lememer & Lame the Mart, at 2:-Block of Four Froshetl Shes, no Torin & Co, Lintra” Ordito are required on or before Jono m. to neni 
poe bag FLFR Moose : pee Petes £200 wet — the particulars of their debts or claims, to Lawrence Hasieat 


this week, p, 3. 
June 7. vaso iE. Foster & CranFizxp, at the Maré, at 2:— 


To Sane Landen, ond North-Western yg Se per cent. Preference Stock ; 
omen ones C. Solicitors, Messrs. Few 
To tenth of a Trust Fund now 
gentleman aged 56. Solicitors 
To £3,(00, being a first charge u 
£12,489; lady aged 53. 
POLICIES: £1,000, £500, £500, £200. Solicitors, Mesers, Booty & Bayliff 
£ 000, J ‘J od ay 6, 
we sea oe cern Tring and London. 


(Limited) ; Folkestone Racecourse Co. 
Bolton, Arthur aioe, Ine. Lenten 


Moodie & London.—Victoria Doc! Freehold Ground-renta of £80 per annum 
on 18 houses in North Cee, A Also £14 per annum, secured four 
houses in Victoria Dock: ‘Westbourne Park : Ground- 


-road, Custom : 
tt of £40 annum, from the Portobello Arms iblic-house, Kensal-road. 
Dulwich : Freehold and Leasehold Residences youl’ vebuo £85 per annum. 
Hill: Semi-detached Residence ; let ot £48 per aneum. Solicitors, Messrs. Fowkes & 


Son, London. 
(See advertisement, May 26, p. 4.) 
RESULT OF SALE. 
Messrs. C. 63 & T. Moons sold at the Mart, on Thursday 
Mile End, for £1,525; ra rhe side, £820 ; 
road, thamsto tow, ; Freehold 
Peckham, in Manchester-buildings, 
1 Leticbol in Calverey sree, Maile ond. £790 ; A. Long Lease’ 
road, Canning- ’ ; Leaseholds ‘in street Mile End, £1,050; 
Villa in i-road, Forest Gate, £450 ; Freehold House and Shop, 22, Station- 
road, Forest Gate, £385. Result of sale, £7,080. 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, May 25. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limirep 1% CHANCERY. 


Au Hewxtzy & Co, Liurrzp—Petn for up, ited Ma directed to be 
= % Sock ante rm 


heard on June 13. Oliver, 1, st, solor for petners. Notice of 
appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of 
June 12 


Cars Brea AnD Trincro?FT sires, Luntrep—Creditors are seg’, on or before June 
—So= their — and a ae particulars 
ohn Trevethan, Carn Brea Mines, Carn Brea, Corn 
po on to liquidator 
Coprsrk Estates or Western Avstratia, Linttep—Creditors are required, on or before 
July 6, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to John McLaren, 66, Finsbury pymnt, Milner & Bickford, 10, Moorgate st, solors to 


juidators 
yt Boviit & Co, Luonrep—Creditors aired, on or before July 2, to send their 
names and and of debts or to William John Row- 


addresses, pA age 
and John White Cottrill, c.o. ee 61, West Smithfield, 
tors 


Quietrr & Hayry, — for winding up, poems Bi 7 ¢ ne to be 
on June 13. Dunn 13, Bedford row, solors for petner. 
pam ret 9 wap Ee eater pee BR tan 6 ofdledia te Ge. aivemnce. te pd 
Gotp ExpioraTion anD Development SynpicaTe oF Baririse Sux, Linrrep — 
Sn ee cae ete ads Rew ont and 
we Ry a Dashwood House, 


—-= r claims, to Alexander 

ld Broad st, Cutler & Co, Duke st, St James's, solors for li uidator 

Joun Penn & Sons, LimitEp—Creditors are required. on or before July 16, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debia or claims, to Hill & Co, 40, Old 


Mysore andi Gotp Concessions, Limrrep—Croditors are uired, on or before 
July 9, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of Sorat 
to Algernon Charles Wallace, 151, Cannon st, Francis & Johnson, Gt Winchester st, 
solors for liquidator 

New Baneros Rix axp Components Co, Limrtsp—Creditors are sormin’, on or before 


July 9, to send their names and addresses, particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Mr" Ernest F. Peirson, 17, Hertford st, Coventry. Maddocks, peo solor to 
ui t 


—— Trapes Union Co-opzrative Socrety, Limrrep (iw LiqurpatTion)—Creditors 

required, on or before Jul: Sh ty tA and the iculars 

of their debts or claims, to Thomas J ames Pawley, Bolitho Bank chmbrs, aq, 
Plymouth. Bickle & Wilcock, Plymouth, solors to liquidator 


London Gazette.—Turspay, May 29 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limirzp 1% ae eae 


Cuaninc Gas AND tod addrones Co, gee = M.S or before June 30, to 
send their names an: the partioular of th the” or claims, to George 
Langley, Charing. Saco Conon, solor for liquidator 


Joun Pexn & Sons, ee ye = on or before July 1 vont 
names and and the vartioulans el teks debts or laime to ~ a 
Mss a, Od : Wares, 4 & Co, By order made b beg gt 
ENHINICK, Loarep—By an 
was ordered that ; a winding up of the company Be 


aomcrrit ool sy solos for TED Creditors are uired, before Jul 
UNICIPAL 1ceRs CLus, LimiTED on or before 

ad oulars of their debts or claims, to AS 
oon Tine Liverpool color for liquidator 


send their names and 
Howorth, 26. North John st, Tivern 
NationaL Unitep ae ne CorporaTION, "Luoarep— ‘or winding up, 
Ma: to be heard on June 18. Jaques & Co, econ 
, solors for petners. Notice of must reach the above-named 
than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of June 1 
ey ye Stevens Muixe Co, Limrrep—Creditors are pr poy on or before June 
23, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, tp 


ee 


ee 


William Barclay Peat, 3, Loth 

Vinay Fixep Anitine Dyes, Luatrep—Petn for bard up, presented May 26, directal 
Wertogton, solos Sie ie petners. les eee pe —~ Ht ee 
ai solor pearing 

ier es ene atten 2 oa yf a gin tte 
AVERLEY Mine, Laur are aired, on or before send 
bames and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Hobsrt Stanley 


FRIENDLY SOCIETY. 
SusPeNDED ror Taree Mowrus. 
Rosz or Extanp Benzrit ‘oo Opp Fe.iows Farenpiy Society, Wellington Im, 
Southgate, Elland, Yorks. May 17 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
-_ . Day or Crarm. 
cue Sae- Seea, May 25. 

Atsorouenr, WILLI4M, Batteroea June 24 & Co, Wandsworth 

3ALL, RicHarD, s Cross, Bucks, Farmer July1 Woodbridge & Sons, Uxbridge 
Banks, James, Pipmonth June 30 J 8 & J Y Johnson, Lincoln’s inn fields 
SILLING, ROBERT, by ‘——T Cornwall May 31 Gameson, Bodmin 
3inD, Exiza, Hereford une 48 Burt & Evans, Ross 

3onD, Exv.tey, Oswaldtwistle, Lancs June 23 Sandeman, Ac Accrington 
Bow ina, Jouw Dawson, Timberland, Lincoln, Farmer 30 Godson, Sleaford 
Boys, Caries Vincent, Adelphi ter, es June12 Tyrrell & Son, Raymond bidgs 
Catvert, Ben, Innkeeper July 1 Kesteven, Sheffield 
CovuttatTe, WiLLiAM ADpYMAN, Hunslet, Leeds yp tt 14 ae & Co, Leeds 
CrossFigeLD, Francois Joun, Westmorland Land & Foster, Halifax 
Davizs, Marie June 30 Saw & Son, os Victoria st 
Dow1ine, Emity, Bromley, Kent June 26 Radcliffe & Co, Craven st 
Downs, ExizaneTs, Doncaster June28 Atkinson & Doncaster 
Duoxes, Joun AntHony, Manchester July20 Ansdell & . 8¢ Helens, Lancs 
Doyx, Witu1am, & Sons, High st, Hop June 6 Colyer & Colyer, 


Wych st, 
Fau.ox, Jonx, Gorton, Manchester, Sane Driver June 25 ities & Co, Manchester 
Gitt, Frepesick, Lg res Surrey 80 Shaen & Co, lord row 
Goopwin, Hazgizt, West Hampstead June 30 Fisher & Gor auhby ig tay 
GomER, Mania, Ringw Hants Tuly1 6 oe 
Gaprene. Euiny Ann June 29 Morse & Co, Cop 
Harey, RIET, Hitchin, Hertford June -. aS Hitchin 
Hanvey, Ann, Abergavenny July 1 Webb, P er, daly 
Harvey, Caanves Cray, Farmer Sone Fn S ie 
Harxyess, Aurrep Heyry, W orthumber' 

Sunderland 
ee Watrer Bartrtisoy, Portman st, Portman sq poe 14 Nevinson & oil 


Hitt, Jemma Feanozs, Haughton le Skerne, Durham June 25 Lucas & Co, Darlingtor 
Hixines, Wittiam eating Heckmondwike, York, Coal Merchant June 25 Ivesoné: 


> 
Hosxinc, ALBERT Wuitrorp, Ham; June 5 Chambers, Denton, nr Manchester 
lene, Bowane, Agtty 60 ls Zouch, , Ironmonger June 30 Fisher & Co, Ashby 


oan Joux Hewry, Hildenborough, Kent June 30 J H & J ¥ Johnson, Lincoln's 
Kenyos, Hewry Boarpmay, Miacing In June22 Culross, ciag In 


Min: 
KersHAw, JEREMIAH, Acton June 24 Draper, Vincent sq, W: 
Lawrence, Epwi, Chel Coal Merchant July 81 ‘Drew, Cheltenham 











Loynemmre, Mary Ann, une 16 Moser & Sons, Kendal 
Lucas, ADELE, Wissen on the Sieg, Germany | ad = Nicholl & Co, ag st, Strand 
Luck, Gzorcr, Eastbourne, Ho! Canales & Co, Eastbourne 
Miuwyes, Isapetia, Leeds June “i oat Gx rs Calvert. Rip 











BANKRU PICy NOTICES. 


tte.—F nipay, May 18. 
Bianp, Henny Welfor 
ADJU: STUDICATIONS ANNU: ULLED. , ® 
French Polisher Leeds Adjud Lewester Pet May 21 


Cuapmay, Cuaries, Leeds, 
Jan15 Annul Merit 14 


Pome, 3 Haxas bn eee Rochester Adjud Baapsaaw, SAMUEL, 


wunten a Vavuenan, Penarth, 
owner Cardiff Adjud Jan 16,1897 Annul Per 
London Gazette,—Frivay. May 25. 
EIVING ORD. 


Barrer, Masse, 








Buakey, Wit1am Jou, Stockton on 
Stockton on 


Brapty, WiLLiam Coenen. Haym* 
tualler h Court 
upon Hull Pet Map a3 
=_ 
Bons Jom #1 Ord May 5 High Court Pet Mays Ord 


Bosmndz, Jans D Da ae Vm Palotee Plymouth 
Cu Ti ‘otel K: 
"ree tap an Ook Soerborough, 1 ‘eeper Scarborough 


Tees, Wholesale 
Pet May 19 Ord May 19 
oe 


‘une 
Morais, Cuaruzs. Reading, Pickle ufacturer Junel2 May, Reading 
Mere 
Sacar, Wiiu1Am, Newchurch, Cotton Weaver June 16 Knowles & Thompso, 
Surrn, Wrii1am, Lye, 
's inn 
Totter, Wiui1am Rosert, Lewisham Highrd June 23 Bridgman & Willcocks, College 
nil, Cannon st : 
Currrorp, Jonn Wi.1am, 

"Victualler’s Manager Canning Town Pet May a onal 

May 22 
Vic- 

ord, Lincs, Grocer Boston Pe 


Mironever, Wii1am, Worthing Ji Grandy & Co, Gon Victoria st 
Montcu, Exyst Apour, sf 22 Rehders & Higgs, Mincing in 
Ruaa, Epwazp, Clapham June 24 Brooks & Heller, Old Jewry 
Rutrtes, Joun Farry, Mere, a" June 80 Rutter & Butees, 
8 bon Coavan Feces r- 1 as Pery & Tat 
ISTERSON, CURWEN, 
Worcester one ao a Stourbridge 
Sre.iine, Marrusw, Stockton on Too Builder 
Sriuy, STAFFORD ip Tanne, New sq, Lincoln’s = Suly 1 St Gao & Co, Tew y 
Lincoln’ 
TEANTER, Gasam, Gendy, Bedford July7 Smith, Sand 
Waren, Francis J Tivtrpol, Wheeieront feos Broker 78 Hall, West Smithfield 
Warsow, WIiL14M, wright June es, Liverpool 
Corz, eo: Groracz, Bendy, Beds, Builder Bedford 
Pet May 21 Ord May 21 
May5 Ord May 22 
y SDERICK, Ilford, Eesex, Buildet 


Licensed 
Lg a 5 “Oed May 22 
May 23 
Smith 


£ Gronoz, and W: Ont May Lavister, af 

Wal RG ILLIAM EDWARDS, 

"areca, ~ Wrexham Pet May 21 Onl 
= ; 






























Uxbridge 
in 

ord 

d bldgs 


lifax 
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Messrs. DAVID BURNETT & Co. waz BEAN, BURNETT, & CO.) 


Auctioneers, Surveyors, &c., 15, Nicholas Lane, E.C. 












y Auction for the 
ESSRS. DAVID BURNI ETT & CO. 
(Late Bean, Burnett, & Co.) 
(Established 1863 
Beg to announce that their save E po 1900 of ESTATES, 
Investments, Town and Country H » Building 
-rents, Life Policies, | Bong Stocks, Shares, 
and other Properties, will be held at the MART, Token- 
ard, in the City of London, as follows :— 
Tuesday, Aug. 14 | Tuesday, Nov. 6 
Tuesday, Sept 25 | Tuesday, Nov. 20 
Tuesday, Oct. 9 Tuesday, Dec. 18 
Tuesday, J pe 31 


ists of Investments, Estates, Residences, Shops. 
and = Premises, to be Let or Sold, can be be obtained 

of Messrs. David Burnett & Co., Estate ——— = oJ 
pf Valuers, 15, Nicholas-lane, E.C. Telephone, 5663 


AUCTION SALES, 
MESSRS. 


pA BURNETT & CO. beg to announce 
that their SALES by AUCTION of FREEHOLD 
and LEASEHOLD ESTATES, Houses, ye 
Building Land, Reversions, Life Policies, and Shares, will 
be see at the MART, Tokenhouse-yard, E.C,, on the 
FIRST and THIRD TUESDAYS in ah month through- 
= the year. Properties included on moderate terms, 
be ascertained on application at their Auction, 
em | Estate Offices, 15, Nicholas-lane, London, E.C. 


Sale This Year.—£128,655. 


MESSRS. 

AVID BURNETT & CO., being in touch 

with a large citcle of investors in House Property, 

land, Ground-rents. Life Policies, and Reversions, are 

enabled to effect speedy SALES at satisfactory prices, and 

wonld be glad to receive particulars from owners wishing 

to realize.—Auction and Estate Offices, 15, Nicholas-lane, 
EC. 
































~ WOOD GREEN. 
Freehold Ground-rents, amountin 
vis, secured upon 12 houses, Nos. 1 to 24, Victoria- 
Sirdar-road, Westberry-avenue. Rack-rentals 

£686 8s. per annum,—Messrs 
AVID BURNETT & CO. will SELL the 
— by AUCTION, at the MART, on TUESDAY, 


JUNE 12. 
Particulars of Messrs, Bramall, White, & Sanders, 
Solicitors, 23, Leadenhall-street, E.C.; or of the Auc- 


tiongers, 15, Nicholas-lane, E.C. 





to £90 per annum, 











SALE TUESDAY, JUNE 12, 
NORTH CHEAM, SURREY. 
Freehold Estate of 81 acres, ie of which is well 
for Building 


sation, there being fa of excell: ¢ clay fi 
su or 
the manufacture o ref riches price ooete to situated 
about 4 mile from Worcester Park, 3} miles from 
and 11} miles from London, and in a district 

which must speedily increase in value.—! 
AVID BURNETT & CO. will SELL the 
above ESTATE by AUCTION, at the MART, on 
pg nie JUNE 12, in ee 

tions of sale of Messrs. 


wiles & e Bendtord, Sol x ony 4, Arundel-street, Strand ; 
or of the Auctioneers, 15, Nicholas-lane, E.C. 





BOND-STREET, W. 


Commanding Business ag ny Nos. 27 and 29, peat: 


street, let on re; at rentals amoun' 
eee, avery eafe investment, la 
e City of London; terms 44 
years, gre -rent £11 68., which will BOLD by 
AUCTION, by Messrs. 
AVID BURNETT & CO., at the MART, 
on TUESDAY, JUNE 12. 
Particulars and conditions of sale of H. 8. Holt, Rn » 
Solicitor, 6, Gray’s-inn-square, W.C. ; or of the Auctio 
15, Nicholas-lane, E.C. 





SALE TUESDAY, JUNE 12. 
LEWISHAM. 

FREEHOLD GROUND-RENTS, amounting to £18 per 
annum, secured on villas, erected about nine years 
. Nos. 108 and 110, Albacore-crescent, and No. 1, 
Olland-villas, Felday-road, Lewisham, Rack-rentals 

£97 per annum.—Messra. 
AVID BURNETT & CO., will SELL the 
move by AUCTION, at the MART, on TUESDAY, 

JUNE 12 

Particulars of Messrs. Reep, Lane, & Co., 4, Great St. 


Thomas Apostle, Queen-street, E.C.; or of the Auctioneers, 
15, Nicholas-lane, E.C. 





SALE TUESDAY, JUNE 12. 


KNIGHTSBRIDGE. 
ee = GATE.—Valuable Freehold B Land, 
the site of Stratheden House, having a 
main Seaenaee-cot of 128ft. 6in., and a 
fro to betend ondons of 306ft. » COM! 
acany <p acre, and forming "probabl: the most 
Sopartens uable Building Site in the West-end of 
London. adapted for the erection of an hotel 
ox longa bloste of sex residential flats, and for which purpose 
it is believed the land would readily command a ground- 


rent of about £6,000 per annum; aff a . 
opportunity to land companies, es, and others 
securing a very large profit q' y and without _— 


AVID BURNETT & CO. will SUBMIT 
the above PROPERTY to AUCTION, at the MART, 
on TUESDAY, JUNE 12. 
of sale, with plan, may be 


Particulars 
Sees of Messrs. Seldon. & we Solicitors, Old 
on ; or Messrs. 
Won , Baxter, & Keeble, 9, Laurence Pountney- 
hill, London, E.O.; or of the icholas- 


Auctioneers, 15, Ni 
SALE TUESDAY, JULY 17. 
CARSHALTON. 


FREESOLD RESIDENTIAL and BUILDING ESTATE, 
known as London-road within 





14 acres ep. 
A 4 apne Fy yh TF 


to 
estate could be ly for b 
without out detriment to ¢ the amenities of the ‘reidential 


AVID BURNETT & CO. will submit 
the above ESTATE to AUCTION, at the MART, 


ag Fm gS Maca hn 

Pat ticulars, and conditions of sale of Messrs. 
Hogan & Hug’ Solicitors, 23, Martin’s-lane, 
street, E.C.; or of the Auctioneers, 15, Nicholas-lane E.C. 

















MESSRS. 


A VERY sound Business for Disposal, in 
consequence of the sudden death of the owner, 
situated under twenty miles from London ; old-established 
and yielding a net profit of about £1,200 per annum; 
caried on by the late owner for twelve years, until his 
death afew weeks ago; suitable for a parent or guardian 

an opening ia a pleasant business for a young 
man.—Principals or their solicitors are requested to apply 
forparticularsto Messrs DAVID BURNETT & Co., asabove. 


Bruce GROVE.—Commandiog corner 
Residence. Three reception-rooms, four bedrooms, 
bath room, &c. Suitable for a doctor or other professional 















EDFORD PARK.—To be Let, a Teairable | 
RESIDENCE, situate close to. Turnham- green | 







tion-rooms, and ample domestic offices; rent 
annum.—Apply to DAVID BURNETT & CO., as above. 


OUTH NORWOOD.—Five attractive villa 
RESIDENCES, Werndee-road, Portland-road. Let at | 
£30 each, Leases 99 years. Ground-rents £6, For SALE.— 
Apply to DAVID BURNETT & CO, Surveyors, as above. 


JTAMFORD HILL.—For Occupation.— 
A well-situated, semi-detached RESIDENCE, 92, 
urst-park, containiog eight bed and dressing-rooms, | 
bath-room, three reception-rooms, billiard-room, and lar “ge 
re with tennis lawn, For SALE.—Apply to DAVID 
URNETT & CO., as above. 
























; containing five bedrooms, bath-room, two recep- | letting neighbourhood, . Produ 
£65 per | hoe to > DAVID BURNETT & CO, as above. 


| 
| 


DAVID BURNETT & CO.’S PRIVATE 


O LAND COMPANIES, BUILDERS, 
and Others —A valuable FREEHOLD BUILDING 
bag may of about six acres, at Southtields, Wimb) 
ripe for development, having a f:ontage of 500 feet to the 
22 ae suitable for shops. profit to be —_ 
made by — in plots, or by creation of ground- —_ 
recog and plan of Davip BURNETT & CO., 
above. 





I< ‘REEHOLD Shop Property, Harringay, 
OM rere ae 


lease, a’ 
be SOLD at a low for a quick sale.—Apply to 


bl Rent £34,—Apply to DAVID BURNETT & CO., nt | DAVID BURNETT & G0. » a8 above, 





ALTHAMSTOW.—Four Freehold Dwell- 

ing Houses, Nos. 46, 48, 50, and 52, W. 
road, Wood-street, just off the main road and in a good 
cing £130 per annum.— 





HAgkssz (Cassland-road).—A Corner 
House and Shop. To be SOLD, situate close to 
Homerton Station, and in a good business thoroughfare ; 
let at £50 per annum ; lease 466 years unexpired ; ground- 
rent £6 6s.; almost equal iy freehold —For particulars, 
apply to DAVID BURNETT & CO,, as above. 


| RESIDEN TIAL and Sporting Estate, 
Gloucestershire, of about 1,200 acres, comprising a 
fine old manor house, containing ten bedrooms, three 
reception-rooms, fine hall, and complete domestic arrange- 
ments, standing in park-like and well adapted for a 





WILLESDEN. —Safe Investments, to pay 
a large rate of interest.—Five Leasehold Houses, 
Nos, 45, * a, 55, and 67, Brownlow-road. and No. 1, North- 

road, “used as laundries, and let to excellent "tenants 
at rentals amounting to £275 12s. per annum, Leases 87 
and 90 years unexpired, at low ground-rents, two at £7 108. 
and three at £7 per annum. 


AIDA VALE, N.W.—A Detached Family 
RESIDENCE to be Let, approached through a large 

— en by a carriage-drive, and containing seven bed 
i te rooms, bath-room, three reception-rooms, 
billiard-room, hourekeeper’s room, servants’ hall, and 

usual domestic offices. Greenhouse and en in 
the rear, Lately redeconated i x an expensive and tasteful 
manner, Rent on repa Vi BUR re annum.—For 
Particulars apply to DAVI BURNETT CO.. asabove. — 


STOKE NEWINGTON.—To be SOLD, a a 
ant, Residence, within seven minutes of 
six bedrooms, two reception-rooms. 
oo front and back gardens, Pleasant position. 
Lease 44 years, Ground-rent £8. Price £375.—Apply to 
Messrs. DAVID BURNETT & CO, as above. 
























gentleman’s occupation. Bailiff’s house, forty cottages, 
shepherd’s house, water mill and house, and ample farm 
buildings. Public-house. The estate, which is situate 


within 3} miles of a station, stands high and has excellent | 
and re hills. 


views over the Glouces' orceste! 

One mile of fishing in the River _ Good hunting in the 
district. Present rack-rentals £96 fny Price 
£30,000.— For full particulars apply to VID BURNETT 
& CO., as above. 


~ HORTLANDS. — For Occupation. aa 
aA) desirable detached Residence of pleasing architecture, 
and situate within five minutes’ walk of the Gation on h 
ground, and containing six bed and dressing-rooms, — 
room, t pee billiard-room, and 
pe oe a laid out in lawns, iitoben: 
en, &c. ‘ontage about — Rent £120 per annum. 
ice freehold, £2.300.—For app'y to 
DAVID BURNETT & CO., as eave 


REEHOLD _Ground-rent of £750 per 
block of “of preoety te West End. Price Price 28 2 
punches. —Apply to eee DAVID BURNETT & CO., 
as above. 





CONTRACT LIST. 


IREEHOLD Ground-rents in amounts from 
pt ge annum, ma Reg my ty gh 





s and = years’ 
| y to ay —y BURNETT & CO., 
asa 

O Small Investors and Pro y Companies, 
—Sound lucrative INVEST. in Weekly Pro- 
, situate Holl: : road, yg i 
Silvertown ; and W Wa: font tee Battersea, Long as 
-ren! full particulars price appl 
DA D BURNETT & CO., as above. . 





gAFs INVESTMENT in Freehold Shop 
class §! sit pag Ba ie Sotisk 
~ ital £625 per annum. To be pee to Pay 
Ae — 

present rentals —A) to DA 
BURNETT ee CO., as above. vey 


REEHOLD  Ground-rents amounting 

to £182 per one. secured upon 24 houses at 
South yy whole side of Toad. Rack- 
rentals £936 Price 273 years’ purchase. — 
Apply to Me ee. DAVID BURNETYI & CO. as above. 


REEHOLD Ground-rents, amounting to 
£756 annum, secured upon 126 double houses, 
situate wi _—- 7 aed = of Earlsfield Station, 
Tooting. Rack-ren‘ annum. Price 25 years 
gusthene-— este 6 es. DAVID BURNETT & CO., 
as above. 
HEAPSIDE. — First-class Licensed 
Restaurant with wine ‘bar, luncheon counter, ex- 
are saeees ly cary neapire, at rent of £350 inclusive. 
=. be SOLD. — heel to DA BURNETT & CO., as 
above. 
IFE POLICIES and REVERSIONS.— 
Messrs. DAVID BURNETT & CO. have clients 
willing to purchase at full market values. 


ORTGAGES.—Good FREEHOLD and 
LEASEHOLD SBCURITIES WANTED, _ for 

















various amounts, from 3] per cent. Le teas! 
d 
an hy Ae ~~ y PS eee ~ ey! valuation 





STATES and HOUSES WANTED, for 


investment —Mesars. DAVID BUB- 
ap (AS 8 have 
in all parts of the m, and would be glad receive 
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Harpman, Cuartes W111 

Heavysipz, Tuomas, Leeds, Pl 
Ord May 23 

aeeTaen” Leicester, Grocer Leicester Pet May 21 

Jon semn, and James Sxaw, Oradley Heath, Stafford, 
Cnsiemabes Delay Pe May 22” Ons rote] 22 

Txomas, Canton, Carl Cardiff, Hanlier 


19 Ord Ma 
Joum, Saver, ee, Glos, Baker G'oucester Pet 
May 23 May 23 
Kent, Carrier Canter- 


iy 
Kivasyortu, Tuomas, 
b Pet 
— JoszrH Tuomas LaAMBRICK, 
Cornwall, Farmers Truro 


Pot iay at Ord Ms erat May 23 


Jow 


May 22 O1d May 22 
1 

Leigeme A : 
Tret a oar 


and 
Pet May 12 Ord Ma 
Layxapows, James Axsnost, Derby, Outfitter Derby Pet 
May 22 Ord May 22 
Licence, Jonx, Wren’ 
Traveller Leeds Pet be 
—— ae Ond May 3S ay 28 Ord Ma High Court 
Pp 8 
—— "OnaRLEs + Fulstow, a Labourer 


by Pet May 22 Ord May 

tone Pryce, Lianvi el, Pane , 
town Pet May 21 Ord = 

Notrtive, — Yue” ent, Stationer Maidstone 
Pet May Ord Ma: 

Parsons, , 3a enn : Soda bog Manu- 
facturer Dorchester Pet May 21 Ord May 21 

Parsons, Bexsamry, Tipton, Iron Moul 
May 22 Ord May 22 

Sue Percy Frepenricx, =. Licensed Victualler 

P G a _ Glastonbar Innkeeper Wells 

'OTTS, ae NEY, ary, 

Pet Ma ¥s Ord May 19 

eee D 2 aaetey, York, Stoker Dewsbury 

y 
oan Sandbill, Newcastle o 


New- 


Ror 
Newcastle on Tyne Pot April 26 Ord Ord May ts 
Ru —— Mazxs, Master Tailor 
May Ord May 22 
a ies, Street, Somerset Yeovil Pet May10 Ord 


May 
Sxoox, ~— Hewyry, 8t Denys, Fruit 
Salesman Southam May 22 May 22 


Pet 
Tompson, i ‘olleshunt D’arcy, Essex, 


Chelmsf Pet May 21 Ord May 21 
Tuompson, JosErH, Castleton, York, Joiner Stockton on 
Tees Pet May Ord 22 


Wirsezs, @nente. a biden, 1 
broke: 


r Ord May 21 
Waicnrt, — 2 Wis Sis aa Stockton on 
Tees a3 et 


Bautpry, Witi1amM <4 aa 
Smith 


June 2 at 12 Off Ree, & Kine ot ee 
Leeds, Shoeing 


Sonik June 1 at 
ll 
Butcuer, Cuazies, Martock, » Baker June 1 at 
12 Mermaid Hotel, Yeovil 


CaLiacuay, Henry, Tottenham, Mercantile Clerk June 
2at 11.30 Off Rec, 95, yo og ey 
CARRUTHERS, J AMES Bram, Chiswick, Printer June 6 at 

2.30 Bankru; 


Braituwaitz, Masser, 
Rec, 24, Park row, Leeds 


Cartea, WiLt1AM Rosert,and Wit.iiam Hexry CrowrHEer 
Leeds, Woollen Manufacturers June 1 at 11 Off 


Park row, Leeds 
CrILey, E, and Freep Broxnam. nee Builders 
June 1 at 2.30 Benkru; pong and 
Corrox, Jouy Suaw, and Francis —— ae Hanley 
Grocers Junelat11.30 Off Rec, King st, Newcastle 


under Lyme 
CowLmay, -, Sleaford, Lincs, Grocer June 21 at 12 30 
Off Rec, 4 and 6, West st, Boston 
Duomock, ExizaBeTH Barwarp, Bedford, Private School 
June 6 at 12 Off Rec, 1a, St Paul’s aq. 
Bed fi 


‘ord 
Duttos, Tomas, Holland Park a See, Doctor 
June6at12 Bankruptcy bid; 
Eastox. Witiias Lewiss, Blyth, stato”. Merchant June 
lat1ll Off tec, 30, Mocley st, Newcastle on Tyne 
Suse Joszrn, Burgh le Marsh. Cattle "Deoler 
June 21 at 11 30 ees West st, Boston 
Furxt, Saxcet, Arnold, N ham June lat 12 Off Rec, 
4, Castle pl, Park st, Nottingham 
ARNETT, eS Draper June 1 at 12 30 


rd, 8 

Guirritus, Cymmer. Glam, Coal Miner June 1 at 
1 1, Alexandra rd, Swansea 

Hass, Waren "Waseem, Wellingborough, Wheelwright 


GoLpsToxE, 


June 2 aoe Off Rec, County Court bidgs, Sheep st, 
N 
Hesse, 4 Plymouth. Butcher June 1 at 11 6, | 
Ath: neum ay ymouth 


Heatn, GzuoncE horaeet, Heddon st, — yy at, Jeweller 
June lati2 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey 
Hovsox, ser, Leicester, Jeno rt at 1230 Off 
Berndge st, Leicester 
Isonam, Wisess scott, Weston super Mare, Sanitary 
Plumber June 2 at li W H Tamlyn, High st, 


Joxzs, Jou, Hafod, nr Pontypridd, Timberman June 5 
at12 136, High st, Merthyr Tsdvil 

Joxzs, Jous Frascis, Merthyr Tydfil, Builder June 5 at 
8 126, h st, Merthyr T; dfil 

Kezx, Wii11am Janes, Verwood, Dorsets, Dealer June 2 
at 12.36 Off Rec, Endless st, 


Laycpows, cam. aupnose, Derby, June lat3 
Off eg Derby 
Locxryesr, Lad Wittiam Morcas, Bartholomew 
Co Ry Manufacturers June 6 at 12 
8, ay ot 
Manriss, Auwiz sn ha June 1 at 230 Bank- 
Meesn, Coanies Bewsaurx, > ced Tailor June 1 at 11 


Monrsex, 
136, 


6 
Aviv, Tylorstown, Glam, Collier June 1 at 3 
at, aiid 


Merthyr Ty 





Glass ' Mien, Farmpeicu Woastx Lupwie, ‘Sida Greys 
Merchant June 6 at 11 5 Cater 
ea ee frac, Yorks, oct ‘une 1 


ton 
Olt es, Bond ter Stationer June 7 at 11 
Oo Ring se Maidstone 
nen RKS, Leeds, Master Tailor June 1 at 12.30 
Off Rec, th 
ScHOLEFIELD, petits Clerk June 1 at 11 


Rec, 31, Manor 
Scort, Water JOHN, Bicierpary ing crate Ceomer 
June 2at1230 Off Rec, County Court bidgs, 


Sipewick, Cares Joun, South Shields, Draper June 1 at 
10 30° Off Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, oy ay, 


eat ot” Boston 
easte, Lancs, Plumber Junel 
Rec, Byrom st, 


ae amor. Northowram, nr Halifax, Yorks, Butcher 
Off Rec, Townhall wd Halifax 


aan Iruteorors Acnes, Chalfont St Peter’s, Bucks 

June 5at 3 95, Temple: Temple av 

Tay or, Lypia Jayz, Eton, Bucks, June 1 at 
12 Temple chmbrs, — av 

Tripp, 1LL1aM Txomas, Beaconsfield, Bucks, Farrier 
June lati2 1, St A 's, Oxford 

Wr14Ms, Joux, Glam, Oil Dealer June 6 at 12 
186, High a wae 

Wi11s0x, By Wi) ord Baron, Northamptons, 

el Keeper June 16 at 11.45 Law Courts, New rd, 


Peterboro 
ADORATION. 
Avert, Harry, Heavitree, Devon, Mineral Water Manu- 
facturer Exeter Pet May 9” Ord May 22 
Bawbpsn, Sipyzy Faust 
facturer 


worzia 0 


June 





Aldermanbury Postern, U: 
Court Pet Mar 29 Ord May 21 
. Yorks, Labourer W: 


Carpenter 


eee J ‘J May St sya, Painter Plymouth 
o Pet ater 22 Ord May 
ESTER, JOSEPH, Hotel Keeper Scarborough 
Pet May 23 Ord May 23 
Crass, —_— a yet a iford, Essex, Builder Chelms- 
ford May 19 
Parva, Suff 
St Edmunds Pet May 23 "Ord May 28 
Harpman, Cuartes Witiam, 8t Glass 
Liverpool Pet May 21 . Ord 
Heavysipz, THomas, Leeds, Plumber Leeds Tet May 23 
Ora May 23 


y 
Hopsoy, am Leicester, Grocer Leicester Pet May 21 
Ord Ma: 


y 2 
Jones, JOHN, nat JamMESs oy, Heath, Staffs 
Chainmakers Dudley Pet hiny #2 Ord ay pond 22 ; 
Juxes, Heyy, Cinderford, Glos, Baker Gloucester Pet 
Ma: Ord May 


iy 

Krxcsnortu, Tuomas, Bethersden, eee Carrier Canter- 
bury Pet May 22 Ord May 22 

a J — Derby, Outfitter Derby Pet 


4 Joun, Lacks, Commercial Traveller Leeds Pet 


South Durham, Innkeeper Sun- 
riand Pet May 5 May 22 
sone Cuartes WitiraM, Fulstow, Lincs, Labourer 
Gt Grimsby Pet May 22 Ord May 22 
Nurtixe, Cuagies, Mai: Maidstone Pet 
May 21 Ord May 21 
Parsons, ALBERT Epwarp Dorchester, 8o1a Water Manu- 
facturer Dorchester Pet May 21 Ord May 21 
Parsons, Buxsaxre, Le Moulder Dudley Pet 
May 22 (rd May 
PEnTsLow, Fe na dy Cuartes, and Wituiam Water 
PgntEeLow, Hounsiow, Grocers Brentford Pet April 
28 Ord May 18 
Quixy, Pnaen JoserH. Battersea {Wandsworth Pet 
March 16 Urd May 23 
Ropegrs, Prep Ernest, ~~ ya Yorks, Stoker Dewsbury 
Pet May 22 Ord May 22 
a Marks, Leeds, Master Tailor Leeds Pet 
May 22 Ord May 22 
Sxoox, Gzorcze Hensgy, 8t Denys, Seapte, & Fruit 
Salesman southam| Pet May a ie) pnt 1d 
Txomrson, Heasert, Tolleshunt D’Arcy, 
Chelmaf: ——s Ord May 21 
York, + Stockton on 
Ces eet May #8 Ord May 22 2 Me 
NDERWOOD, Edgware Monument Mason 
h Court PetMay2 Ord May 21 
Wuerer, Witi1AM Gaesuam, Old Kent rd, Builder High 
me Court é aay f Gopthall biden 
— £0RGE, Copthall bidgs, Throgmorton st, Stock- 
High Court Pet May 2i Ord ad 21 
r, Mictocas WILuiam,. ork, Grocer 


on Tees Pet May 22 Ord tay 2 
London Gazette —Tuxspay, aw 2 
ECEIVING ORDERS 


Euiza. Walworth rd, Furniture 
Pet May24 Ord Ma 
Bowe, | py etl, Galop. {Builder 


Tuomrson, Josern, Castleton 


Sou 


AngmstTrone, Litiias 
Dealer h 


wansea Pet 
Choagen, 2% , Bt Jamere en TE High Goat Pet Feb 20 Ord 
nove Wiu.tam, Loner, Tailor Leicester Pet May 
Doce eras 1 Herefords, Grocer Worcester 
or Jour J Nicw Cumberland, Butcher 
P Carlisle May 33 Oca Mas Ord May 26 











ae ea we st, Architect High Court Pei Pet 
Fonnxn, @ Lp Bow rd, Publican High Court Pet Apr 
GrorcE, Hawn, men, Bristol, Butcher Bristol Py 


May 26 Ord Ma 
Goopixe, CHAaRLEzs, urch st, Sentees Merchant High 
Court Pet Feb 23 Ord May 


GREENFIELD, JOHN, Ra Victoria Solicitor 
Court Pet May 26 Ord May 26 ma ~ 


Gairritss, rome = Plaistow, Essex, Hosier High 
Haut, I isy iy an Strand High Court Pet May 4 


Hammonp. Joux, Enfield, Brick Merchant Edmonton Pe 
B36 may a i 7 th on, Carriage Builder South 
EWER. ILLIAM, 
Bf ane J — at ea Norwich 
ILL, VENNIS JOHN, or r 

May 18 Ord May 23 

Apes Wandsworth. Wandsworth 
Parker, Grorcz, Monk Yorks, Cattle Dealer 

Wakefield Pet May 25 Ord May 25 we 


26 Ord May 24 
Pitz, Jouy, East Down, Devon, teaee Barnstaple Pe 
May 15 Ord May 25 
Quixtan, Tromas Henky, Birmingh 
Bs a ~_ May 23 Ord May Jewel 
ADING, George Epwarp Sienlegie ew 
Re — Pet May 24 A. —_ — = 
Gutox, WituaM. Birm Birmingham 
i 24 Ord May 24 me aAetn a 
Scorr, Jamzs, Stockport, Cheshire, lor Stock, 
8 ay . op + lll arle st, Piccadill: ihe : 
PILLER, Mantin, 
Pet 18 Ord May 24 yo 


iy 24 
ALTER ae Scans Clerk Wandsworth 


Lytz, SELINA, 


Sraven, 
Pet April 30 Ord Ma: 
Tauntox, Hue Terevares. Hart masbury, 


THomas, mas, Jom inns, Lis 
Farmer 


Wena SEES, meter Ontabay 
ICKENS, JOHN, en' uw 
May 23 Ord Ma = 


y y 23 
Ont May 2 Wi.14m, Cardiff, Painter Cardiff Pet May % 
— , Brightan ating house Keeper Brighton 
Wonnaity Ht money —, Sheffield, Butcher Sheffield 
Ord May 24 


Ht . substituted for } ce ppepat t in the 
London Gazette of M: lay 27 
Sipewick, CHARLES ame South Shields, 
castle on Tyne Pet May18 Ord May 18 
FURST MEETING 


Brzgy, Taomas, Crofton, Yorks, Labourer, late Ike 
June 1 at 10.45 Off Rec, 6, Bond Bond ter, Wakefield 
Biaxzey, Witu1am Jonny, Stockton on Tees, Wholesale 
aga June 6 at 11 Royal Hotel, Stockton om 


Boaxo,3 Henny, Welford, Northamptons, Carpenter June 
ey bes ty Si fice Vitae 
a... ILLIAM GEORGE, 

‘ Bankruptcy 


2 June 8 ° ll Tai’ &, 
RADSHAW, i. or | w General Dealer 
June 8 ei i Of Rec, Trini! ty Ho use In, Hull 


Butt, Jonn, Camberwell Junes By: 12 2 Banicru: bldga, 
Carey st wed 


y 

Busazipez, James Danrg., Plymouth, Painter June 5 at 
11 Off Rec 6, Athenzeum oe 

eos Wit1144, 


er’s iamge June 7 at 12 Fe 
ALTER Georcs, Sand: Builder J 6 at 
12.30 Off la, Paul's wi, Bedford wes 

erefords, Grocer June 8 at 


June 6 at 12 174, Corporation by a 

une 

Fiecxenstein, Fritz, Leeds Tenet a 12 Off Reo, 2%, 
Park row, Leeds 


ae 


Draper New 


CuIFFoRD, 
Vi 


om, 


Forp, Witt1am, Devon; Grocer June 5 at 11.30 Off 
Rec 6, Athenzeum , Plymouth 

Goopine, ———- at, — 
June 8 at 12 piles, Care: 

GrirriTus, Some 1 ey Hosicr reas 8 at i 

Hau, Percy General Business Agent 
Jane 8 at 2.30 aes ar 

Hanmoyd, Jone, eae, , 6 at 19 

Harpman, yo Wane sw Glass 


Hiclens, Lancs, 
a June 7 at 10.80 Off Rec, 85, Victoria ‘st, 
HEAVYSIDE, Fuouas, Plumber June 7 at 11.30 Of 
Rec, 22, Par! a te 


Hewes, Winctay Suu m, Carriage Builder June§ 
at 3.15 Off Rec, At, a Sou 

Jewzu1, anes Laat | Dar mes » Rarmer June 7 at 
11.30 24, Railway ge 

Kixasnonta, Tuomas, in Kent, Carrier June 7 
at9 Off Rec, 68, Castle st, Canterb 

nr June 7 at il 
Rec, 22, Park — Leeds 


McNeuu, Amy, nster Bridge rd June 7 at ll 
Bankruptcy b Carey st 


Muver ‘Bonne, asta pl Base. binet Maker June 7 at 
12 Off Ree, 4, Castle k at, | a med 
Moors, Wa trea, Donieion une 6 at il 





at 12.30 h st, Newtown 


Moroans, a Listthangel’ B Brecon, Farmer June 18 
Orway, Jouy, High a, Me Kent, Builder June 8 at 11.90 





24, Railway 
Parker, Grora ay 
June7 stil. 108 Reo, 6, Bond te 


Pinpes. Pancy Faspsnic 
June6ati2 Of Ben, Baldwin a st, Bristol 


York, Cattle Dealer 
» Wakefield 
"Licensed Victualler 





AnusT! 
Hi 
Bowe: 
Ms 
Broox 


Bui, 


Lz0) 


Crass 
Janve 
7 


advise 











| May % 


pkeee 
holesale 
cton 


30 Of 
Junes 
ne 7 at 
June 7 
Tat Ul 
7 at 
ne 7 af 
s at i 
Tune 18 


at 11.50 


ctuallex 
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| 

Puaxre, Henry Wii114m, Birmingham, Carver June 5 at 
11 174, Corporation st, Birmingham 

Ports, Gzorcz Henry, Glastonbury, Innkeeper June 6 at 
12.80 Off Rec, Baldwin st, Bristol 

Pauppex, Ennezst, Luton, Bedford, Straw Hat Manufac- 
turer June 7 at 11.30 Chamber of Commerce, 53, 
George st, Luton | 

Rovcrrs, Frep Exnest, Morley, York, Stoker June 7 at | 
330 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Batley 

SrwpaLL, Frayx, Driffield June 5 at12 74, Newborough, | 
Scarborough . 

fyoox, Grorcr Henry, Southampton, Fruit Salesman | 
June 6 at 3.15 Off Rec, 172, High st, Southampton 

Srartrs, STEADMAN Wi.iam AspLAND, Pagham, Sussex, 
Miller June 7 at 230 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bldgs, 


ton | 

Fae og Hersert, Tolleshunt D’Arcy, Essex, Farmer | 
June 7 at1 Shirehall, Chelmsford e : | 
Waicrt, Barvet, illa gardens, Notting hill, Diamond | 
Dealer June 7atil Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey | 
WutwortH, Sam Mepirey, Dewsbury, York, Newsagent | 
June 7 at 2.80 Off Rec, Bank chambers, Batley | 
Wuxixson, Tuomas, Cleethorpes, Builder Jnne 7 at 10,15 
Off Ree, 15, Osborne st, Gt Grimsby 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


AnustronG, Liti1As Ex1za, Walworth rd, Furniture Dealer 
High Court Pet May 24 Ord May 24 

Bowen, Tuomas Wiitiam, Bridgnorth, Salop, Builder 
Madeley Pet May 25 Ord May 25 

Brooxe, GzorcE, Derby, Ironmonger’s Salesman Derby 
Pet May 24 Ord May 24 

Bui, Jouy, Camberwell High Court Pet May 8 Ord 
May 24 


a 


| ——, Morzgssy 


| Corr, Water Grorcz, Sandy, 
Pet Ma 


Burt, JostAu, Neath, Glam, Licensed Victualler’s Manager 
Swansea Pet May 25 Ord May 25 
Cave, Epwayp Jarvis ‘Hampstead, Builder High Court 
Pet May 9 Ord May 24 
Crtty, Henry Epwarp, and Frep Broxnam, Fulham, 
Court Pet Mayi1é6 Ord May 24 
High Court Pet Nov 8 Ord 


May 
Cocks, Cuar.es, Barkby, joe, Farmer Leicester 


Pet May 10 Ord May 2 
CotteTt, Huszert Epwarp, Holborn circus, Diamond 
Merchant High Court Pet May9 Ord May 24 
Beds, Builder Bedford 
y 21 Ord May 24 ‘ 
Dawe, Henry Cuanves, Bristol, General Clothier Bristol 
Pet May 15 Ord May 25 
Duaeay, Evan, Brom Herefords, Grocer Worcester 
May 25 Ord y 25 
Durrox, Tuomas, Kensington, Doctor High Court Pet 
April 26 Ord May 25 
Ewart, Joun Nicuot, Todhills, Cumberland, Butcher 
Carlisle ty ke Ord May 26 
GeirritHs, Joun Henry, Plaistow, Hosier High Court 
Pet May 25 Ord May 25 
Haut, Percy Epwarp, Strand, General Business Agent 
igh Court Pet May 24 Ord May 24 
Harris, Feeperick Groras, Islington, Framemaker High 
Court Pet April 30 Ord M 


= ay 25 
Heavz, Hvusert, Plymouth, Butcher Plymouth Pet May 
16 Ord May 28 


Hentox, Witt1am Barroot, Burton on the Wolds, 
i Farmer Leicester Pet May 11 yet 





Hewen, WitiiaM, Southampton, Carriage 
Southampton Pet May 25 ‘Ord May 25 


Lamepgiox, James, and Joszpn Tomas Lamerick, St 
Martin, Cornwall, Farmers Truro Pet May 12 Ord 


May 26 
Parker, Georcz, Monk Yorks, Cattle Dealer 
‘Wakefield Bot May oF 'Oed May 2 
TIronmonger 


Parker, JAmes, Clitheroe, Blackburn 
@ Pet April 26 = May 26 
UINLAN, (OMAS HENRY, Commission Agent 
> i am Pet May 23 ost May 23 
GHTON, ILLL Birmingham, Grocer 
Pet May 24 Ord 


T J B 4 * a Cowbridge, Glam, 
‘nomas, Joun BeEzs, ar » 
Farmer Cardiff Pet May 25 Ord May 25 
Wicxens, Joun, Ashford, Kent, Builder Canterbury Pet 
May 23 Ord May 23 
Wickuam, Cuartes Bertram, W , Mushroom 
w : eiton 26 Ord May 24 
INZAR, JOHN, house Keeper 
Pet May 2 Ord May 26 


Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of May 22: 


Sinewick, Cuagtes Jony, South Shield, Draper New- 
Castle on Tyne Pet May 18 Ord May 18 





All letters intended for publication in the 
“‘ Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 

















IICcCORPORATED 
CLASSES AND TUITION 


LAW SOCIETY. 
FOR ARTICLED CLERKS. 


TUTORS. 


J. Canter Harrison, 30, Bedford-row, W.C.—Equity, Conveyancing, Common Law, and Bankruptc 
Lzonarp H. West, LL.D., Birkbeck Bank-chambers, Chancery-lane, W.C.—Criminal and Magisterial 
Stephen’s Commentaries. 


Ecclesiastical Law. 


y: 
— an Law ; Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty ; and 


Cuasses for Final Students are held at the Hall of the Society on four | afforded by fortnightly papers, and embraces the following subjects: rp 
Magisterial Law 


afternoons each week during the following periods: August to January ; | Conveyancing, 


Janvary to June. 
These periods afford five months’ class preparatiou, and students are 


Common Law, Bankruptcy, Criminal and 
Probate, Divorce, Admiralty, and Ecclesiastical Law. coon 
These papers both before and after the Intermediate Examinations are 


advised to subscribe for a full course otherwise the work must necessarily | varied each year, so that students who may subscribe for more than one 


be hurried. 


year’s tuition receive additional assistance. 


Students may join the classes either before or after the Intermediate| These courses may be commenced at any time, but the Tutors recommend 


Examination without subscribing to the course of Postal instruction, but it | that the Intermediate course should be co 


is recommended that they should avail thomselves of both modes of in- | Articles, and the Final course soon after the Intermediate Examination has 


struction. 


Subscribers to either Class or Postal instruction have the opportunity of | 


consulting the Tutors upon the work of the course in personal interview or | 
by letter at any time. | 

To those Clerks who are articled at a distance from large towns systematic | 
instruction with advice and help is given, and a course of preparation | 


through the post has been devised, and is found to be useful where personal | 


tuition is impracticable. 

Class instrrction is also provided on the selected portions of Stephen's 
Commentaries and the subjects above named, ard it is recommended that the 
classes should be joined after the expiration of a course of Postal instruction. 
Students can join the classes at any time, the fees being proportionate to the 
length of attendance, except that no fee shall be less than that for a three 
months’ course, 

Rooms are provided where subscribers may study, and books are supplied 
without extra charge.. 

Periodical test examinations are held by the Tutors. 

The Classes for Intermediate Students are held in the Hall of the Society 
on three afternoons in each week during the following periods: August to 
November ; October to January ; January to April; March to June. 

Subscribers may subscribe for successive classes, 

Books can be obtained from Messrs. Stevens & Sons, or other law lending 
library, for an annual subscription of a guinea and a-half to cover the course 
of work for the Final Examination, and Stephen’s Commentaries can be 
supplied to either Class of Postal Subscribers, at an annual subscription 
of one guinea, on application to the Tutor, Dr. West. 

In the case of students who have not passed the Intermediate Examination 
the Postal instruction is by means of monthly papers, and deals with the 

selected portions of Stephen's Commentaries. 

For those who have passed the Intermediate Examination instruction is 








at an early stage of the 


The results obtained have been satisfactory. Many pupils have obtained 
honours, and the percen' of passes is a high one, ex per cent, 
of between three and four hundred pupils who last presented themselves for 
examination. It has happened on several oceasions that all Class pupils 
have been successful, and the same has occurred in the case of subscribers to 
the Correspondence Courses. 


TERMS. 
FINAL. 
Class Instruction, 5 months ae ae £9 90 
we rm — previous Postal Instruction... oe g Z 4 
‘ eg mon’ ee hh ue 
a Se a Se _ 4 ° : 
- = after previous Postal Instruction...  <.. - 5650 
Ks e “INTERMEDIATE. ™ 
Class Instruction, 6 months PG a? ee: i ae . £770 
” 9 een geetines Sa ae ae: ili a § § 8 
- 8 mont ey mak ae a! ~~ me 
- * after previous Postal Instruction... ewe) ante 
Postal Instruction, 2 years... ... ase ves owe a s+ ae 
2 9 inmates ttl lt ll me i «.- £440 
Articled Clerks may attend the Lectures and Ciasses given or held in connection with 
ara owt ms ech ect ae tea os SO 
of e fees other not mem 
Council of the ioe Law key; J age with the Council of 
Sen 80 parent oc Se eee Articled will also be admitted to vwa voce 
Examinations at the each Ternf. 
Articled Clerks may obtain of such Lectures and and vouchers 


Tickets, upon application to the Szorerakry of the Incorporated Law Society. 

Cheques and Post Office Orders should be made ee ble to the Szcrerary, 
and crossed *‘ Messrs. Barcuay & Co., Limrrsp.”’ 

Law Society’s Hall, Chancery-lane. June, 1898. 








nce 





ESSRS. INDERMAUR & THWAITES 

= (Editors of the ‘‘ Law Students’ J. ournal,’’ &c., &c.), 
» cery-lane, London, W.C., continue to read wit 
Brudenta both in Class and Privately and through the Post 
a Solicitors’ Final and Intermediate Examinations 
od the Bar Final. Particulars personally or by letter. 
Or.—Pupils have the use of a set of rooms And the 


of 61, Fore-street, E. 
and Equity, Honoursman 
tions. 


AJR. BERTRAM JACOBS, LL.B. (Lond.), 
ence and Roman Law, First in Honours Common Law 
= University Law Scholar, Coaches 


First in Honours J 


1 Dairies = end of June, a Lag mf 


t Managing Clerk 5 
Ns See, Ate cl a. W. Vinkes 5, 
Nicholas-lane, E.C. 


LAW. —Solicitor (unadmitted) Desires Con- 
and General under ; 


tors’ Final, Exhibitioner 
for all 


Law Exam- 








at 22, -lane, for study during the day. 
Last June Frvax.—Eyery member of 2 cdanees (26) who 
from 8 to 6 months Out of 15 sent in for 


10 were in the Honours list, including 2 Prizemen. 

R. CUTHBERT SPURLING, M.A., 

D B.C.L. (Oxford), First Class Honours, late Scholar 

— Puureb, Haitor of the 11th Edition, of “ Smits 
on w,” continues to ARE 

the Bar and all University Law Examinations, ” 





Ainslie, & Co., 25, Ne 


vR 


y. 
; will 


mination, May, 1899—15 sent up, 14 passed. a. W. R 
June, 1899—A pupil gained the B.U.L. he 
‘Address, 11, Ww 


egree at Oxford. 
ew-court, Lincoln’s-inn, h 





ANTED, the LONDON GAZETTE from 

1800 to 1830, any or all complete volumes, bound or 

unbound; please state price,.—Aurna, care of Smith, 
woastle-street, Strand. 


EEHOLD GROUND-RENT of £24 per 
annum (one collection) am; i 

built houses at Southall, on newly-developed estate, near 

° 2S) a £210; price 27 years’ 

GC. Mrs, ANDREWS, Bareet Lodge, etd 


— 7 imma Z., Messrs. Evison, 116, Chancery- 





IFE POLICIES.—£1,000, effected 1876, 


ly secured on six newly- ife 





iS1, Church-strect, Obelbea” 
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bg Fo gear d Introduces Daily oni TREATMENT OF INEBRIETY. 
Professors, ey Chaperons' ; 8, DALRYMPLE HOME, 


Housekeepers, 
Ame A Australasia; Schools and Ed 
font ee eo semded dl, Hogent-strest, W 





OLICITORS, MORTGAGEES, and Others. 
—M. h Bow 4 40, yom ey London, is always 
one & state Cosh fo, repair or ition ny get or 
iy —— so prnton in advance. 


See ye of pe Description ex- 
cellently done; terms moderate.—Mrs, Winsiey, 
128, Albert-street, Regent's Park, N.W. 








ITY of SHEFFIELD.—The Corporation 

: Deposit. For terms 9 é A vy 

gage or —For apply, City AccouNTANT AND 
ReaisT2ar, Town Hall, Sheffield. : 


19th CENTURY BUILDING SOCIETY, 


ADELAIDE PLACE, LONDON BRIDGE, E.C. 








CHAIRMAN : 
Sm HENRY WALDEMAR LAWRENCE, Banzr., 
2, Mitre-court-buildings, Temple, E.C. 


La thold Peeschold. Gopphald Pr a * 
or Copyho! perty. 
Interest for Loans Beduced to 4} per 

Preference Shares £10 each ; Tatteast af por Cetit. 
Deposits received at 3, 3}, and 4 per Cent, 
Prospectus free of 


FREDERICK LONG, Manager, 





EDE AND SON, 


ROBE Aba MAKERS 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT. 
To Her alert the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the 
‘adicial Bench, Corporation of London, &c. 
ROBES FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARKIST?ES. 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 
and Gowns for Registrars, 
erks, and Olerke of the Peace. 
Corporation Robes, University and Clergy Gowns. 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


Law 


Town 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


FAALEXANDER & SHEPHEARD, 


Printers, “MITE: 
LAW and PARLIAMENTARY. 


PaBLiAMENTARY Bitis, Mixvures oF Evipexce, Booxs or 
Rererexok, Statements oF CLarm, Axswers, &o., &c. 


BOOKS, PAMPHLETS, MAGAZINES, 
NEWSPAPERS, 

4nd all General and Commercial Work. 
Every description of Printing. 








Printers of THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL 
and WEEKLY REPORTER, 








27, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON, W.C. 
ESTABLISHED 1851. 
BIRKBECK BANK, 
, Oh y-lane, London, W.C. 
CURRENT ACCOUNTS. 
Of onthe minimum monthly balances, ° 
when not drawn below £100, 2 I, 
DEPOSIT ACCOUNTS. 
A, on Deposits, repayable on demand. 23"). 
STOCKS AND SHARES. 
Stocks and Shares purchased and sold for customers. 
The BIRKBECK ALMANACK, with full particulars, 
ost-free. FRANCIS RAVENSCROFT, Manager. 
Telephone No. 5 Howsonn. 
Tdegraphie Address; “ Braxazce, Loxvow.” 


RICKMANSWORTH, HERTS. 
For Gentlemen, under the Act and privately. 


ees. 8. D. HOGG, 





INEBRIETY. 
MELBOURNE HOUSE, LEICESTER. 
ge HOME FOR LADIES. 

ical Attendant: J. HEADLEY NEALE, M.B. 
M.RB.C.P. Lond. Principal : H. x RILEY, Assoc. Soc. 
Study of oa. Thirty years’ Experience. Excellent 


References. For terms and particulars 
apply Miss RILEY, or the Principal. 


INEBRIETY. 
HOME FOR LADIES. 
(Under the 1879 Act or privately.) 

Do. 5, a oe pe Ladies b= yim 
perso! ... —_ i every facility for con- 
Address : 

Glendalough, Morland Road, Croydon. 


TREATMENT of INEBRIETY and ABUSE of DRUGS. 
HIGH SHOT cnn 


ST. MARGARET'S, TWICKENHAM, 


Fee eee dae Billiards Tennis, Workelp, “ 
Apply to Resident Medical 
M.B., B.8. 


Telegrams—“ Neale, Highshot, Twickenham” 
THE COMPANIES ACTS, (862 TO 1898. 


AUTHORITY. 














BY 


uisite under the above Acts 
Bvery req supplied on the 





The BOOKS and FORMS kept in stock for immediate 


SHARE CERTIFICATES, DEBENTURES, CHE UES, 
&e., engraved and printed. ' OFFICIAL ORALe aoe ~ 
and executed. 


Solicitors’ Account Books. 


RICHARD FLINT & GO., 
49, “FLEET-STREET’ LONDON. EO. 10c ll 


of Serjeants’-inn). 
Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed. 


JUST PUBLISHED. Price &s. 
A PRACTICAL HANDBOOK to the COMPANIES ACTS, 
By FranvisJ.Gnueen, of the Inner Temple, Barrister-at-Law. 


BRAND & CO.’S 
SPECIALTIES 
For INVALIDS. 


Prepared from tinest ENGLISH MEATS 


ESSENCE OF BEEF, 
BEEF TEA, 
MEAT JUICE, &c., 


Of ali Chemists and Grocers. 








BRAND & 0O., LTD., MAYF W., & MAYFAIR 
WORKS, VAUXHALL, TORDOR, 8.W. 


THE MOST NUTRITIOUS. 


Err S's 


GRATEFUL—COMFORTING. 


COCOA 











BREAKFAST-SUPPER. 
































ONOON “OFFICE ICES ano SHOW ROOMS 
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Please name this Journal. 
Special Advantages to Private Insurers. 
CHE IMPERIAL rmsveance company 
umuarep, FIRE. 
Established 18038. 
7 Pali Mall, 8.W., and 4, 
t, Old Seating, 34 2.* aa 4, 
Capital, £1,200,000; Paid-up, £300,000. 
mein Petal Fusds over 41,500,000" 
B. COZENS SMITH, General Manager, 
INSURANCE OFFICE, 
Founded 1710. 
=|§ U N LAW COURTS [RTS BRANCH: 
40, CHANCERY LANE, W.C, 
A. W. COUSINS, District Manager. 
Sum Unsu-ed in 1899 Exceeded £435,000,000, 
ESTABLISHED 1782. 
PHGNIX FIRE OFFICE, 
49, Lombard Street, & 57, Charing Cross, London, 
Lowest Current Rates. 
Liberal and Prompt Settlements. 
Assured free of all Liability. 
Electric Lighting Rules supplied. 
Prancis B. Macpowao, Secretary. 

LO essa Pak, SOCIETY’S GARDENS, 

Regent’s Park, are now OPEN DAILY (exost 
faye 6. Childs Som. wed maak seein EE 

= a 2 young male Argali sheep. 
ADAME TUSSAUD’S EXHIBITION, 
a Baker-street Station.—PORTRAIT MODEL of 818 
ALFRED MILNER. h Commissioner of South Afria; 
PRESIDENT KRUGER; LORD SALISBURY; th 
ht Hon. Mr. J. CHAMBERLAIN ; CAPTAIN 


iY FUS. 
Mr. J.J. DARLING, oe of the Australfan Team of 
‘rickete’ 
GRAND HISTORICAL TABLES AUX. REPRESENTING 
IMPORTANT EVENTS in ENGLISH HISTORY, 
VISCOUNT HINTON and his 


ORIGINAL PIANO 
RGAN. 
Music. eas - Performances. Organ Recitals. 


Admission, 1s.; celine in eh Extra Rooms, 6d. 


AUCTION SALES. 

ESSRS. FIELD & SONS’ AUCTIONS 
take plsce MONTHLY, at the MART, and include 
every description of House Property. Printed terms cas 
be had on application at their Offices. Messrs. Field & 
Sons undertake surveys of all kinds, and give special 
attention to Rating and Compensation Claims. Offices, 

64. Borough Uigh-street, and 52, Chancery-lane, W.C. 


;‘CLLEE, HORSEY, SONS, & CASSELL, 
11, BILLITER SQUARE, LONDON, E.C. 
Established 1907. 
AUCTIONEERS, VALUERS, AND SURVEYORS 








ow 
MILLS AND MANUFACTORIES, 
PLANT AND MACHINERY, 
WHARVES AND WAREHOUSES. 
Address—* Fuiiua, Horszy, Loxpoy.” 
eS a No. 746 AVENUE. . 


ESSRS. HERRING, SON, & “DAW, 
AUCTIONEERS, ESTATE AGENTS, VALUERS, 
Sanitary and Mortgage Surveyors, 
6, IRONMONGER LANE, CHEAPSIDE, &.C., 


908, BRIXTON HILL, 8.W., and 
17, WESTEEN BOAD, BRIGHTON. (Established 1778) 
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